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!• INTIIODUCTION 



In Juuo of 1973 J when this study was initiatedi the 
Cooperative Extension Service of The Pennsylvania State 
University was serving 11,028 low-income families in 53 
counties of the Comfnonvealth through the Expanded Nutrition 
Education Program (ENUP). These families were being 
reached through 3^0 ENEP Program Aides who were selected 
from the neighborhoods in which they work. 

ENEP was established to increase the knowledge of 
needy families in the essentials of good nutrition, the 
preparation of satisfying meals, the management of avail- 
able resources, and related topics. Much of this informa* 
tion is given to the Aides, and .then to the participating 
homemakers, in the form of printed materials. 

Some of these materials are given to the Aides in 
conjunction with a teleconference training session on a 
particular topic, such as food sanitation. Following the 
speciali'^od training, Aides take the printed materials to 
the families in need of such information. The printed 
materials are used as supplementary "hand-outs" in informal 
educational visits. The printed information is then left 
with the homemakers for their further reference or study 
and in the hopes that they will share the information with 
other members of their families. 



UKKP has prosontod the Cooporaiivo Uxtonyion Service 
with a need to communicate with an uuUionce which may not 
hftvo the motivation to learn now skills or adopt new pat- 
terns of behavior • 

The invosti^ration discussed in the following pages 
was initiated in an attempt to determine whether elements 
of design (typo si/.o, illustrations, and jolor of paper) 
have an impact on the accoptanco of printed materials by 
ENEP Aides and whether these variables have any relation- 
ship to the willingness of families served by ENUP to 
adopt practices recommended in printed materials they re- 
ceive from the Aides • 

The investijjati on was begun with the hypothesis that 
printed materials are more acceptable to IINEP Aides wlien 
they are (1) printed in large, readable type; (2) they 
are illustrated (oven vhon illustrations are strictly 
decorative); and (3) thuy are printed on colored paper 
stock. It was also hypothesized that these same elements 
of publication design are related to changes in behavior 
of families exposed to the material — that tliesc design 
variables create a more positive attitude toward the 
recommonrlations given in ''hand -outs • " 



II « RESEARCH METHODS 



Throe soparato hand-outs (hereafter roforrod to as 
•^publications" ) voru prepared for a training session on 
the topic of food sanitation^ The publications were en- 
titled Houbuhold Pests , Fight Gorms , and Kef rigeration 
and are attached as Appendix D. Two versions of each 
title wore printed. Kach title was selected for a single 
variable (typo size, illustration or lack of it, and color 
of paper stock) • 

Version A of Household Pests vas printed in black 
ink on 70 pound liockett Text, Tangorino, vellum finish 
and version B of this publication was printed in black 
ink on 70 pound Beckett Text, white, vollura finish. 

Version A of Fip h t Germs vas printed with a decora- 
tive illustration and version B of this publication was 
not illustrated. 

Vorsion A of lief rijreration was printed with smaller 
type than was used for version B of the same publication. 
Type for vorsion A was 10 point Helvetica Light, set on 
a 20-pica nfhtgin* Typo for vorsion B was 14 point 
Helvetica Light, also sat 20 picas vide. 

There were no otlior variables in design or content, 
except in the case of Fi^^ht Germs , the illustrated version 
of which had information printed on both sides of the 
sheet, while the uonillutjtrutod vorsion was prepared as 



a sihglo-pano publicaiiont An orror in printing rosultod 
in tho rovorso bide being j)rinto(3 on both versions, so 
the information coi\taino(l in tho right hand column of 
version B also apj^oarod on tho back of the shoeti 

There voro 51 counties in 36 reporting units par- 
ticipating in the food sanitation training between March 
30 and June 1, These reporting units woro divided 

into six /;roups of equal size and received tho publica- 
tions as indicated in Table 1 J No group received ver- 
sion A of all three titles and no group received version 
B of ail throe }»u))liCHtions • 

L'ach version of each title, and oacli combination of 
titles und versions, woro submitted to uiiual numbers of 
respondents to randoniiie any effect oT intrinsic interest 
in subject raattor. 

Aides were asl;ed to coiipleto an evaluation form for 
each of t)io publicatiojis . Tho Aides were not aware of 
the variables un<ler study, nor did they know that anotlier 
version of each title existed. 

The Aidoa woro then asl;ed to participate further in 
an evaluation of tfio publications by interviewing five 
homomakers each after the clientele had an 03)])ortunity to 
review the material and make use of tho recoMmondations 



Appendix A 



contained thoroin* 

The intorviow questionnaire was {^ivon to the Aides 
with written inatructions on how to conduct tJie inter- 
views* Those instructionij wore supplemented by individual 
instruction in the torin of answering specific questions 
via tolophone during the tuleconf orence training* 

The evaluation form was selected for determining the 
attitudes of Aides because they wore accustomed to being 
asked to coiuplete similar forms in evaluation of the 
training they receive. 

The quostionnaire-interviever toclniique was selected 
for deteniiininij homoMakers' attituflos and behavior because 
the ENEP Aides already tiave established rapport with the 
families they serve. 

It was recognized that a high dogroe of interviewer 
bias could be introduced into the investigation and that 
respondents might try to give the "right*' answers to the 
Aides in reporting tlicir own adoption of recoumendations 
given througli the KN'KP j>rogram. However, the Aides wore 
considered to be the most productive interviewers because 
of their rapport uith the hoMotnalvers and the personal 
interview was expected to yield r.iore data than ould a 
mai 1 questionnaire or telephone interview , 

The (juestionnaire designed for use by the Aides in 
conducting into rv lews with the honoii^akers combined the 



quostion-ansvor format with a provision for the Aides to 
act as observers in ruportinj? any chan^os in behavior 
which may bo rulatud to the printed materials under study. 



Ill, REmTS 



Hate of iJuostionnaire Uoturn 

KNKP Aide evaluations vore anticipated as follovsi 
Housohold Pests version A> 168j Household Pests version 
^9 ^67} Kij^ht Germs version A, 168j Fi/rht Germs version 
B> 167| Refrigeration version A, 167} and Refrigeration 
version B, 168» 

ENEP Aide evaluations vere received as follovsi 
Household Pests version A, 119} Household Pests version 
B, 124i Fii?ht Gorms version A, 126} Fi^ht Germs version 
B, 118} Refrigeration vcrsioii A, 113} Refrigeration 
version 3, 129. 

Factors liavinfj art offect on the rate of return from 
the Aides included turnover among individuals employed in 
the program. Sodio counties had moro Aides in their employ 
than anticipated and others had fower© Another factor 
which lowered the number of returns was the reluctance of 
Aides in Chester and Lawrence counties to participate in 
the evaluation. 

It was anticipated that 1 j675 coiripleted question- 
naires would be received when interviews with lioraemakers 
were completed in the 36 ro|)ortinf/ units. Questionnaires 
received totaled 988, Xuiabers of titles and versions as 
discussed in the interviews represented by the returned 
questionnaires wore as follows: Household Pests version 



A, 528; Household Posts version D| 461 j Fight Germs 
version A, 484} Figtit (iarms version B, 504| Rof rigera ^ 
ti9 i > version A, 473j and Ref rinoration version B, 514* 
Some Aides completed fever than five interviews and no 
intorviovs • were oonduotod with homomakors in Chester, 
GreenOf and Lawrence counties* 

Aides in Greene and Lawrence counties reported that 
they believed homomakers would be insulted if they were 
given publications which implied their homes fostered 
germ growth and household pests # Uomomakers in Lawrence 
County received the materials by mail because the Aides 
believed the information was neodod, but wore reluctant 
to discuss the subjects with homoiiiakors on an individual 
basis because of perceived sensitivi ties# 

The Color Variable 

Aides * evaluations 
Aides evaluating tho color version of Household 
Pests (sample A) and those evaluating tho version printed 
on white paper (sample D) reported a high perceived need 
for tho information. Tho majority of respondents in each 
sample reported that from many to all of the families they 
serve needed tho material. Only slightly over 7 percent 
in each sample reported that only a few of the families 
needed it, wliile 21 percent in group A and 19 percent in 
the B sample reported that only 6omo of tlio families need- 
id 
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ed tho informntion^'^ 

Expressed nood for tho inforrmtion from homomakors 
vad also high in both samples i Only 14,3 porcent of tho 
samplo A respondents and 15*3 percent of the respondents 
in sample B reported that thoy had received no questions 
about the s\ibjoct. Tho majority of respondents in each 
sample ranged frou a few to many questions • Almost 12 
percent of the respondents in sample A and close to 15 
porcent of the respondents in sample U indicated that 
thoy had received very few questions about household pests. 

In terms of the publication's contonti respondents in 
both samples indicated that the material would be useful 
in their program. More than 35 porcent of the res])ondonts 
in sample A and over 58 percent of tliose in sample B 
indicated that tho publication would help answer questions 
very well. More than 45 percent of the respondents in 
sanple A and about 35 percent of tho respondents in sample 
B said the publication would serve their needs fairly 
woll. Just over 3 percent of sample A atid loss than 1 
percent of sample said the publication was of little 
help, while none of tho rcspondonts in either sample 
indicated that the material could not be used.^ 



See Table 2, Apj)t»iidix A 
dee Table 3> Appendix A 
See Table 4, A^jpcudix A 
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More than 80 porcont of tho rospondonia in oach 

sample buliovod that the publication contained an adequate 

amount of information* Only one roiipondont in oach i^araple 

said there vas donevhat more information than needed. 

Over 9 percent of those evaluating tho color version and 

more than 7 percent of those who saw tho white version 

said there was soiiowliat less infornation than needed, 

while almost 6 percent of sample A and about 6,5 percent 

of sample 1) said there was too little information given 

5 

in the publication. 

The majority of respondents in each sample felt 
that tho material was written well. Almost 39 percent of 
sample A and close to 30 percent of sample B said it was 
written fairly woll. iVone of tho respondents in sample A 
said the material was written *4>oo^^y" "very poorlyi" 
while one respondent in sample U said the publication was 
poorly written. None in sample B said the material was 
very poorly written.^ 

In terms of need and evaluation of the publication's 
content, responses wore similar among those receiving the 
material printed on colore/ paper and those seeing it 
printed on white paper. 



See Table 5, Ai^pondix A 
See Table 6, A|»pondix A 
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Tho majority of rusponclontB in oach saraplo also 
statod that tho publicntioa was very easy to read and 
understand. Just over 68 percent of those receiving the 
material on colored paper gave this response, while alraost 
75 percent of those receiving tlio version printed on white 
paper said it vus easy to read and understand, 

Slightly nore than 26 percent of sample A and almost 

21 percent in sample B said the publication was **fairly 

easy** to read and understand, while more than 4 percent in 

sample A and about 2,4 percent in sample B said it was a 

little difficult. None of tho respondents in either group 

7 

felt that the publication was '*very hard'* to read,' 

Tho general opinion that tho publication was easy to 
read and understand, given in response to question 6 on 
the questionnaire, was confirmed by respondents in both 
samples by the ^ospon*: es to question 7t **Could the pub- 
lication be made easier to read and understand?** 

More than 13 percent of those evaluating the version 
printed on colored stock, and slightly more than 7 percent 
of those who received tho white version said the publi- 
cation could be improved in this respect. Just over 20 
percent in oach sample said they had no opinion on the 
question.^ 



See Table 7, Appendix A 
See Table 8, Ajipendix A 
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Of thoso suggesting ways to make the publication 

ousicr to read and understand) none in either sample 

9 

suggested changing the color of paper* 

Of the sample A respondents making suggestions^ 6 
said raore illustrations wore nuodedi 3 suggested a differ- 
ent illustrationi am! others suggested including specific 
recommendations for pesticide usage or listing specific 
diseases that can bo spread by household pests* 

Of the sample D respondents making suggestions for 
improvomont, 2 said tlio illustration should be changed, 
3 felt the publication should be made available in a 
Spanish language version, and one response each was given 
for greater brevity, larger type, and additional infor- 
mation • 

In estimating the degree of acceptance and use of 
the material by homemakers, the majority of respondents 
in each sample believed that the people they serve would 
read most or all of the material • Close to 28 percent of 
the respondents in each sample believed that homemakers 
would read only bomc of the i.iaterial. Only one respondent 
in each sample felt that the homumakors wouldn't read any 
of the material 

The Aides' estimation of their audience's retention 



iiee Table 9, Appendix A 
cJee Table 10, Appendix A 



13 



of tho inforinatioa did vary* Tho«e evaluating the version 
printed on vliito papor had a greater tendency to nay that 
most homeriakoro would romombor what they road. About 22 
percent of 'those evaluating the colored version and over 
33 percent of the respondents in sample li gave this response* 

About 17 piircent in sample A and over 9 percent in 
sample B thou^':ht many would roinumber what they read. The 
greatest number of respondents in ouch sample said only 
some would romoiriber and only one respondent in each sample 
said none of the homumakors would remoinbor what they read« 

In terms of persuasiveness, more than 20 percent of 
sample A and almost 35 percent of sample B thought the 
publication was "very convincing." More than 63 percent 
of those evaluating the colored version, and just over 49 
percent of those who saw the material printed on white 
paper called the publication ''convincing/' 

About 2,5 percent of sample A and over 4 percent of 

sample B said the mrvtorial was only **slightly convincing*'* 

An equal number in fc>amplo A (2.5 percent) said the material 

vas ^'aot convincing at ali,*^ while only one respondent in 

1 2 

sample U gavo t)i;it response. 

The general opinion tlmt the publication was con- 
vincing was coniirmtMl by responses given to question 12; 



Heo Table 11, ApiJCMidix A 
*^iiQO Tublo ]2y Appendix A 
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"Could tho jublication bo mudo moro convincing?*^ The 
majority of rospondonts in ouch sample said it could not 
bo made moro convincing ♦ 

Slightly more than 14 porcont of those receiving the 
colored version > and almost 9 porcent of those seeing the 
material printed on white paper said the publication 
could bo made moro convincing. 

Uetter than 30 porcent of the respondents in sample 

A and almost 25 porcent of those in sample B said they 

1 3 

had no opinion on the question. 

Of those making suggestions for improving the per- 
suasiveness of the publication, none in sample A and 
only one respondent in sample B mentioned color .^^ That 
single response was a suggestion that the "bullets" 
would bo moro offoctivo if tho color was different* 

Of tho 18 responUcnts in sample A wlio offered some 
suggestions, 6 oaid moro itiformation was needed, 9 said 
a different illustration would help, 2 said more illus- 
trations were noodod, and one response was incomplete. 

Two respondents in sample B suggested changing the 
illustration, 5 culled for more inf oranation, and one 
each suggested a Spanisli version, less information, and 
printing the matorial on one side of the sheet* 



6ee Table 13, Appendix A 
doe Tablu 14, Apficndix A 
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A higher porcontago of those roceiving the colored 
vorsjion felt that tho publication could be called •'very 
attractive or "attractive enough/' Less than 6 percent 
of those in sample A said tho publication was only 
"slightly attractive vMlo more than tvico as many 
(almost 13 percent) of those ovaluutiuj^^ tho vliito version 
gave this x^osponsop 

Almost 2.5 j)orcont of sample A respondents said the 

publication vhs ^'slightly unattractive/* vhile more than 

7 percent of tho group B respondents gave that response* 

More than 6»5 percent of samplo A and over 8 percent of 

sample B said the publication vas "unattractive" or 

1 5 

"very unattractive." 

Almost 16 percent of tho respondents in sample A 
and close to 22 percent of those in sample B said the 
publication could bo made more at tractive • ^ ^ 

Four respondents in samplo A said the publication 

would be more attractive if it were printed on a different 

color of paper* Almost two-thirds of the sample B 

respondents suggesting improvements said a change in the 

paper color would iinprovo the attractiveness of tho pub- 
1 7 

lication# 
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See Table 15> Appendix A 

^^Soe Table 16^ Appendix A 

^^Soe Table 17, Appendix A 
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Othor sugRostions from those ovaluatiu^; tho colored 
voraion inoludeU 11 rocommomlations that tho illustration 
be changodi 2 said more illustrations voro neododi and 2 
said tho publication should bo unattractive* 

Throo rospondonts in sample ti said tho publication 
•should bo unattractive I 4 butii(ostod altering the illus- 
tration^ 2 said noro illustration was aooded, and 1 
suggested larger type* 

More than 30 percent ol' those receiving tho material 
printed on colored «tock lifted color as the thing they 
liked best about tho publication, whilo only slightly 
more than 3 percent of those evaluating the version on 
white paper said color was what thoy liked best* 

The majority of both samples listed something other 

than color when reporting what thoy liked best about the 
1 8 

publication* Othor responses included the illustration, 

content, clarity of mossagOi and expressions of complete 

satisfaction with tho publication, 

Alraost 14 percent of those receiving the material 

printed ou white pai>er said color was what they liked 

least about tho publication. None of the respondents in 

sample A said thoy disliked tlio paper color* The majority 

of each sample didn't respond to tho question or expressed 

1 9 

complete satisfaction with the publication. 



See Table 18, Ai^pendix A 
See Table 19, Appendix A 
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Among tho things listed by both groups (asido from 
color) when roportinj; what thoy liked loast about the 
publication vcro tho illustration, too little or too 
rauoh information, and a fooling that tho homomakors thoy 
sorvo would bo hij^hly sensitive about tho topic© 

' llomurialcers ^ evaluations 

Moro than 76 percent of the homcMiiakers receiving 
the colored version remembered tho publication, while 
about 64*4 percent of those seeing the white version re- 
mombored it» ClobC to 7 percent in each sample said it 
was the only one of tho three ]>ublications thoy could 
remeinber.^^ 

Of those receivin^^ the color version, 28 percent 
said thoy liked Uousoliold Pests best} more than 33 per- 
cent of those receiving; tho white version yaid this pub- 
lication was the one thoy liked best of tho three • 

Just over 1 percent (2 rus]>ondents ) of sample A 

gave color as their reason for preference, while about 

3.3 percent (5 respondents) in sample H said thoy liked 

Household Posts best because it was printed on white 

papere Over 88 percent of the homeniakers in each sample 

who said they liked Household Pests best gave reasons 

21 

other than stock color for their preferonce. 



i>ee Table 20, Appendix A 
See Table 21 , Appendix A 
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Of the 131 homomakers in sample A who gave other 
reasons for their prcferonco, 66 mentioned content, 57 
said they needed the informationi 6 said the illustration 
made the difference , and 2 said they didn't know vhy they 
liked this publication bost« 

Of 135 respondents in sample D giving reasons other 
than stock color for their preference, 53 mentioned the 
content, 44 said they needed the information, 31 said the 
illustration made the difference, and 7 said this publica- 
tion was easier to read and understand than the others* 

Clo.se to 19 percent of the homoniakers who received 
the colored version said Household Pests was the publica- 
tion thoy liked lenst of the three. Just over 22 percent 
of those evaluating the vhite version gave this rosponse^ 

None in sample A gave stoclt color as a reason, while 

close to 4 percent of the homemakers in sample B said 

they would have liked the publication better if it were 

printed on colored paper. lixactly 87 percent of the 

sample A respon<!ents and a!)Out 80 percent of the sample 

B respondents li.^tin(^ reasons for liking Household Pests 

22 

least mentioned roasons other t}iun stock color* 

Of the 100 homemakers in {{roup A saying they liked 
this publication least, 42 said it was because they didn't 
need the information it contained* There were 25 who said 



oee Table 22, Appendix A 
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they didnH liko the topic; 6 said there wasn't enough 
information presented} 4 didn't like the illuatrationj 
4 said it was too difficult to control pests} 2 said they 
didnH know why thoy liked this publication leasti and 1 
didn't agroo with the information presented in the publi- 
cation* There were two unintori)retable responses and one 
incomplote response, while 13 failed to «ive reasons why 
they liked Household Tests least of the three. 

Of 102 respondents in sample B saying? they liked this 
publication least, 25 said it was because they didn't need 
the inf orraation. There wore 36 who said it w^is because 
they didn't like topic; 8 said there wasn't enough 
information given in the publication; 6 didnH'like the 
illustration; 3 «aid it was too difficult to control 
pests; 3 said they weren't interested in the topic; 1 said 
there was too much inf or::iation presented; and 16 didn't 
offer a reason for likinj^ this publication least* 

When asked what tfiey learned from this publication, 

more tlian 77 percent of those receiving the color version 

and over 78 percent of tliose ev?iluating the white version 

23 

mentioned infonnation contained in the publication* Of 
these resi)ondents , over 30 percent in sample A and more 
than 27 percent in sample ii were able to libt additional 
infor:nationc^^ 



^-^Sou Table 23, Appendix A 
24 

yoe Table 24, Appendix A 
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Close to 89 percent of those evaluating the color 
version and almost 84 percent of sample U said they found 
the publication easy to road and undoratandt Of thosse 
saying they diduH find it easy to read ^nd understand, 
just over 6 percent of sample A and more than 7 percent of 
sample l\ rccommonded priittirg ths ciatorial on a different 
color of paper to make it easier to read* Over 26 percent 
ol' the sample A respondents and close to 63 percent of the 
sample B respondents making suggestions for improving the 
readability of the publication mentioned something other 
than stock color • More than 66 porcont of the respondents 
in group A who said the publication was not easy to read 
and understand failed to respond when asked hov the pub- 
lication could be improvod**^^ 

Of the 15 respondents in sample A asked to mike 
suggestions, only one commented on color of stockj 2 
recommended larger type; 1 said more information was need- 
ed} 1 said he or she didn't know how the publication 
could be improved} and 10 failed to respond. 

Of the 27 respondents in sample li asked to offer 
suggestions, 7 said the material should be presented in 
a Spanish lan/juage version; 4 said more information would 
help; 2 called for more illustration; 1 suggested more 



See Table 25, Appendix A 
See Table 26, Ajjpundx A 
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vhiie spacei 1 aaid the 3ubJoct mattor should bo changed) 
1 augeested simpler language) 1 said ho or she didnH 
know what to suggest} and 8 failed to respond* 

The majority in each group said the publication con- 
tained just enough information. About tvioo as many of 
the homomakors receiving the publication on white paper 
said there was slightly too much or too much information* 
Just over 14 percent of sample A aad close to 13 percent 
of sample B said the publication contained a little less 
than enoughi or far too little information.^^ 

When asked if they had started doing anything dif- 
ferent as a result of reading Household Pests j close to 
44 percent of those receiving the color version and about 
33 percent of those v)io received the white version said 
yes. When asked to explain^ just over 3 percent of the 
respondents in sample A and close to 2 percent of the 
respondents in sample B who said they had changed their 
behavior mentioned something unrelated to the publication* 
Aides reported observed changes in behavior on just over 

12 percent of the sample A returns and about 9#5 percent 

28 

of the sample B retui^ns* 

The differences between horiomakor-reported and Aide- 



See Table 27, Appendix A 
See Table 28, Appendix A 
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obsurvod ohangos in bohayior do not nooo^i^arily roproaont 
contradictory robponsos. Many of the things montionod by 
homomakors— •such as thu uso of sprays, povdora, and aoro- 
sols--could bo performed without coming to the attention 
of the KWsV Aides • 

The Illiutration Variable 

Aides ^ ovaluntioas 

As was the case vith the publication entitled Ifojuae"^ 
hold robtS i perceived noed for information contained in 
Fight Cicrms was high in both samples. Ko respondent in 
either sample felt that aouo of the families needed the 
information. The majority of respondents in each group 
said froKi moat to all ol' the faaili(?s they serve were in 
noed of the information # 

More than 13 i>(?rcont of tho Aides evaluating the 
illustrated version (samj)ie A) and better than 20 percent 
of thobv i ocoiv ing the noni 1 lustra ted version { sample D) 
said many fumilius needed the information. About 16 per- 
cent of each sample said only souie families needed it. 

Almost 4 percent in sanple A and close to 2 percent 

in sample D said only a few families required information 

29 

on fighting germ growth in the homo. 
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Exprossod interest in the topic was also high in 
both samples, with the majority of respondents in each 
indicating tliey had recoivod from a fow to many questions 
about thu subject from the families they serve • Slightly 
over 11 percent of the snnple A respondents ami almost 13 
percent of the sample 0 respondents indicated they had 
received very fow questions* Close to 20 percent of 
each sample said they had received no questions on the 
subjectt 

In evaluating the publication's content, more than 
60 percent of the Aides receiving the illustrated version 
said the publication helped answer questions very well* 
Only 36 percent of the Aides who received the material 
without an illustration gave this response. Close to 46 
percent of the sample B respondents said the publication 
would serve thoir noods fairly well, which compares with 
about 27 percent in sample A. 

A far greater percentage of those evaluating the 

version without illustration said it was only of some 

help, while more than twice as many of those receiving 

the illustrated version indicated it was of little help. 

None of the respondents in either sample felt that the 

31 

publication would be of no use in their program. 
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The majox^ity of rosponUonts in each f?roup said the 
publication containod onouRh information. Only ono of 
thobo who rocoivod the illustrated version and none in 
sample B said too much information was presented. Close 
to 3 percent in each sample said there vas somewhat more 
information than nooded. 

Over 10 percent of those ovaiuatin^j the illustrated 

version said there was loss information than needed) 

while about 6.8 poroont of the Aides in sample B gave 

this response. About 11 percent of sample A and close 

to 17 percent of sample li said there vas too little in- 

32 

formation pre^jonted in Fi^ht Germs ♦ 

Over 69 percent of those evaluating the illustrated 
version said the material vas written very vell> while 
just over 44 porcont of tlio sample ii respondents gave 
this response I 

About 29 percent of those receiving the illustrated 
version said the material was written fairly well, while 
more than half of those receiving the material without 
illustration gave this rosjjonse. The majority of each 
sample believed the laaterial was either very well or 
fairly well written* Ono resi^otident in sample A said the 
publication was poorly written, while ihi^ response ac- 
counted lor more than 4 percent of the returns from those 
evaluating the nonillustrated version. 
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A majority of rospondents in each sawplo said the 
publication vaa vovy ofxny to road and understand. Close 
to 16 purcont of those evaluating the illustrated version 
and moro than 38 percent of the Aides in sample B said 
the publication was fairly ea&y to rund and understand « 
Fewer respondents in ^jroup 13 found it a little difficult 
to road and undcrbtand, vhile this sample returned the 
only ros])OUso indicating the publication was very hard 
to read,'^** 

The opinion that Fi^!ht tier us vas very easy to read 

and underistund vas confirmed by respondents in sample A, 

58 porcont of whom indicated they didn't think it could 

be made easier to read and understand. In sample 1)^ on 

the other hand, loss than 50 percent of the Aides said 

35 

the publication couldnH be improved in this respect* 
Of the sa!n|)le A rt^apondents offering; su(.;gestions 
for making the publication easier to read and understand > 
more than 2 out of 3 (about 13.5 percent of the total 
sawple) suggested changijig the illustration* The percent- 
age of Aides in suraplo B suggesting an illustration (15*2 
percent of the total san)]»le) was only slightly higher 
than the percentage of sar.iple A respondents vho thought 
the illustration should be chang(Jd. ^ 



See Table 34, A|>pondix A 

•^^See Table 35, A|ppondix A 
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See Table 36, ApiaMidix A 



other sutigostions from Aides in sample A included 6 
asking for moru information, 3 sufjgustintf larger type, 
and 3 su|{t?u3tinf{ that tho pa])ur color bo changed • 

Other suijgestionH from Aides in sample B included 7 
reconMnendrttions that stock color ho changed, 2 said tho 
matorial should be printtjd on only one side of tho sheet, 
and 4 askod for more iaformationt Keithor of those who 
said all tho infornation should ) c on one side indicated 
any awareness that tho inf ori.iut xon on the reverse side 
repeated what a|M^o^ircd in tho ri>{ht hand column on tho 
f rent. 

In estiiriutinff anr'ience acceptance and use of the 
information, tiore than 20 percent of the Aides in sample 
A said honenakers would read all of tho publication, 
while almost half as uiany (about percent) of those 

evaluating/ tho noniliustratod version gave this response. 
Over 49 percent of bumple A and just over 37 percent of 
sample B said homomakers would road most of the umturial* 
About one-fourth of those evaluating the illustrated ver- 
sion and almost 47 15 percent of the sample B resx)ondents 
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^.aid only some of tlio r^atorial would bo read* 

Tho estimation of homomakers' retontion of Informa- 
tion contained in Flight (Junns was only oli{jhtly lower 
in tho sample cvcluating the vursio!i without illustration. 
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In tc^rms of persuasiveness, the majority ot Aides in 
eaoh sample folt that the publication was oonvinoing. 
More than 21 percent of those receiving the illustrated 
version said it vas very convinoing, whUe only about 9*3 
percent of those evaluating the nonillustrated version 
gave this response* 

A greater porcentago of those in sample B said the 

publication vas only sotnowhat or slightly convincing* 

None of tho Aides in sar^ple A said Finht Germs wasn't 

convincing at all, while better than 4 percent of the 

Aides evaluating tho nonillustrated version gave this re- 
39 

sponse 

Tho percentage of respondents in each sample who 
said tho publication could be made more convincing was 
about equal. 

Most of tho Aides in each sample who made suggestions 

for making the publication more convincing commented on 

illustration. While 24 of the Aides in sample B said an 

illustration vas neododi 21 respondents in sample A said 

a different illustration would make tho publication more 
41 

convincing. 

Other responses from Aides in sample A included 14 
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"^^See Table 40, Appendix A 
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requests for more information and one for a change in the 
color of paper* Two respondents said the information 
should be on one side of the sheet and two said key words 
should be in bolder type* 

Of the Aides in sample B mentioning somethin^^' other 
than an illustratioai all said more information was need- 
ed« Three also suggested more color and there vas a sug-* 
gestion that larger type be used« 

A far greater percentage of those receiving the ver- 
sion with illustration said the publication was very at- 
tractive. Almost 35 percent of the Aid^s in sample A 
gave this responsoi while just over 14 percent of the 
Aides in sample B said the publication was very attrac- 
tive. Almost an equal percentage of respondents in each 
sample said the publication was attractive enough^ while 
twice as many of those evaluating the nonillustrated 
version said it was only slightly attractive. The only 
respondents saying the publication was unattractive or 
very unattractive were among those evaluating the nonil- 
lustrated version and accounted for about 9*3 percent of 
42 

the B sample* 

Almost twice as many Aides who received the nonil- 
lustrated version said Fight Germs could be made more 
43 

attractive* 
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The greatest number of suggestions for improving the 
attractiveness of Fight Germs from sample B were to have 
the publication illustrated. These responses accounted 
for more than 36 poroont of the total D sample* The 
majority of suggestions from those evaluating the illus- 
trated version were for changing the illustrationo"*^ 

Other responses from Aides in the A sample included 
2 suggestions that the ink color be changed, 3 said the 
color of paper should ho changed^ 2 suggested varying the 
typo size, and 1 said the material should have been put 
on one side of the sheet« 

Other responsos from those who received I ight Germs 
without illustration included 4 suggestions that it bo 
printed on a different color of paper, 3 requests for 
more information, and 1 suggestion that the publication 
be '^simplif iodt*' 

Bettor than 15 percent of those receiving the il- 
lustrated version said the illustration was what they 

45 

liked best about Fight Germs . Of those in sample A 
listing other items of preference, 42 mentioned content, 
26 commonted on clarity of message, and 26 mentioned the 
paper color* Other considerations included brevity, size 
of type, and general appearance* 
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Among thoso who received tho nonillustrated version 
wore 51 who »aid tho information was what they liked beat 
about Fitfht Germs^ Clarity of message was listed by 24 
Aides in this group and 21 said they liked the paper color 
best* Five respondents said they liked everything and 
other considerations from Aides in sample B included size 
of type, brevity, and formats 

More than 20 percent of thoise who received the pub- 
lication without an illustration said the lack of illus ' 
tration was what they liked least about Fight Qerms »^^ 
Over 16 percent of the saraple A respondents said they 
didn't like the illustration* 

Othor items listed as being liked least by sample A 
respondents included 16 complaints that there wasn't 
enough information presented, 4 disliked the color, 2 said 
the material should have been on one side of the sheet, 1 
said it should bo in Spanish, 1 said it was too sensitive 
a topic to discuss with homemakers, and 1 complained that 
the paper wasn't punched for a 3-ring binder* 

Horo than 33 percent of sample U respondents com- 
mented on something othor than tho lack of illustration* 
Among these responses were 9 saying there vasnH enough 
information, 8 didnH like the color, 7 said Fight Germs 
could be more attractive but didn't mention illustration, 
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color of ink or paper^ or any othor specific remedy^ 

There were 5 Aides in sample U who mentioned the 
information repeated on the back of the sheet and listed 
thl» error as the thing they liked least about Fitfht 
Germs . Throe said the type was too small, 3 said there 
was too much iaformationi 2 said there was too much wasted 
space, 2 gave Irrelevant comments about the questionnaire, 
and 1 said the entire publication was disliked* 

Ilomemakers ' evaluations 

More than 68 percent of the homemakers receiving the 

illustrated version and about 66 percent of those getting 

the version without illustration remembered Fight Germs * 

About 5o5 percent in sample A and close to 4 percent in 

sample B said this was the only one of the publications 

47 

they could remember* 

Close to 22 porcent of those receiving the version 
with illustration, and just over 23 percent in sample B 
said Fight Germs was the publication they liked beat of 
the three* None of the sample A respondents listed the 
illustration as their reason for prof oronce 

Of the 105 homemakers in sample A saying they liked 
Fight Germs best, 57 listed content as their reasonj 19 
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said they needed the information | 4 said they liked the 
oolor of stock) 4 mentioned clarity of message; 3 said 
they didn't knov why they liked Fight Oorms bestj and 10 
didnH respond when asked vhy« 

Just over 14 percent of sample A and close to 18 per- 
cent of sample B said this was the publication they liked 
least of the three f Of those in sample A who gave this 
response, over 10 percent said they disliked the illus- 
tration* Of the homemakers in sample B who said they 
liked Fight Germs least, close to 27 percent said it vas 
because there was no illustration* Over 72 percent of the 
homemakers in sample A and more than 64 percent of those 
in sample fl who said they liked Fight Germs least gave 
reasons other than dissatisfaction with the illustration 
or lack of it/^ 

Of the homemakers in sample A giving other reasons 
for liking this publication least, 18 said it was because 
they didnH need the informationj 6 said there wasn^t 
enough information} 7 mentioned content} 4 didn't like 
the paper color; 3 said they couldn't understand the 
publication} 3 said the subject didn't interest them} 2 
said the publication was too complicated} 2 said it was 
too difficult to follow the advice given} 1 said that it 
was too juvenile; and one said ho or ^ho didn't know why 
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the publication vasnH liked as veil as the others « Two 
uninterpretablo responses were given and 12 respondents 
didn't say why they liked Fight Qerms least. 

Of tho sample D respondents mentioning something 
othov than the lack of illustration as their reason for 
not liking Pi^ht Perms as well as the other publications > 
18 said they disliked the color; 13 said they didnH 
need the information; B mentioned content) 5 said there 
vasnH enough information} 3 said they didn't find the 
topic interesting) 2 said the information vas too basic; 
3 mentioned that information was repeated on the back of 
the sheet) 1 said there was too much information) 1 said 
only that tho publication was unattractive) 1 said it vas 
too hard to follow the advice given) 2 said they didn't 
know why they liked Fight Germs least) and 8 failed to 
responds 

When asked what they learned from Fight Germs t close 

to 82 percent of the homemakers in sample A and just over 

80 percent of those in sample B mentioned Information con«« 

50 

tainod in tho publication* Of there respondents > about 

39 percent in sample A and over 29 percent in sample B 

were able to list additional information when asked if 

51 

there was anything else they remembered** 
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About 86#3 percont of the homemakors who received 

the illustrated version and close to 84 percent of those 

in Sample B said thoy thought tho publication was easy to 

52 

read and understand # 

Of those saying Flight Qorois wasnH easy to read and 
understand, over 13 percent (3 respoadonts) of those who 
received the illustrated version said more illustrations 
would helpi while close to 19 percent (7 respondents) of 
sample B said tho publication would be easier to read and 
understand if it wore illustrated. 

More than 68 porcont of the sample A respondents and 
close to 73 percent of those in sample B suggested some** 
thing other than illustration when considering what could 
be done to improve the readability of Fight Germs ^'^'^ 

Of the homemakers in sample A offering other sug- 
gostionsi 8 recommended a Spanish language version; 2 
said more information was needed} 2 suggested changing 
tho paper color; and 1 suggested larger type« There were 
two respondents who said they didn't know how Fight Germs 
could be made easier to read and understand and four fail- 
ed to respond. 

Of those in sample B making sugf^ostions other than 
illustration^ 19 said tho stock color should be changed; 
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4 suggested larger typo} 1 said more information would 
help J and 1 suggested a single column format* There were 
two respondents who said thoy didn*t knov hov to make it 
easier to read and understand and three failed to respond* 

More than 76 percent of the hornemakers in sample A 
and over 73 percent of those reooiving the nonillustrated 
version of Fight Germs said the publication contained 
enough information. Other evaluations of the amount of 
information presented in the publication were distributed 
almost equally between the two groups. 

Vhen asked if thoy had started doing anything dif- 
ferent as a result of reading this publication, more than 
45 percent of the homemakers who received the illustrated 
version and close to 36 percent of those in sample B gave 
a "yes" answer. 

When these respondents were asked to explain, about 

4#5 percent of those in sample A and over 7 percent of 

those in sample B mentioned something unrelated to the 

publication in question* Aides reportod observed changes 

in behavior on only about 12 percent of the questionnaires 
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from each sample* It should be noted again that the 
statistical differences between homemaker-reported and 
Aide-observed changes in behavior do not necessarily 
represent contradictory responses* 
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The Type-Size Variable 

Aides* evaluations 

Again, peroeivod need for the information contained 
in the publioation being evaluated was high in both sam^ 
ple8> vith the majority in each saying that frora many to 
all of the families they serve need the information* 

Close to 26 percent of each sample indicated that 
only some needed it^ and about 9 percent in each sample 
said only a fov did* None of the Aides evaluating the 
version printed in 10 pt* type (sample A) and only one 
of those seeing the information in 14 pt« type (sample 
B) said there was no need for this informatics among the 
families served*^^ 

Expressed need for the information was also high in 

both samples* Tho majority of respondents in each said 

they had received from a few to many questions on the 

57 

subject of refrigeration* 

In terms of content, Aides in both samples reported 
that Refrigeration would be of use in their program. Al- 
most 34 percent of the Aides in sample A and over 40 
percent of those evaluating the larger type version said 
this publication would help answer questions very well* 
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The raajority of each sample said Ref rigeratloq con- 
tained enough information. Only one respondent in sam- 
ple A and none of those evaluating the version in larger 
type said there vas too much information. Over 21 percent 
of sample A and close to 18 percent of sample B said the 

eg 

publication contained too little information. 

Close to 50 percent of those evaluating the version 

in 10 pt, type and almost 63 percent on sample B said the 

material was written very well* More than 42 percent of 

the Aides in sample A and about 33 percent of sample B 

said Refrigeration was written fairly veil, A higher 

percentage of those receiving the smaller type version 

said the material was written poorly or very poorly,^^ 

The majority of respondents in each sample said the 

publication was easy to read and understand. However, 

this response appeared with greater frequency among those 

receiving the material in 14 pi. type. Those receiving 

the smaller type version showed a greater tundency to 

rate the publication from very hard to only fairly easy 
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to read and understand. 

Almost 32 percent of those seeing R efrigeratio n in 
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10 pt» type said the publication could bo made easier to 
read and understand , while just over 17 percent of the 
Aides in sample fi felt that this aspect of the publication 
could be improved* 

Of those in sample A offering suggestions for making 
Hef rifloration easier to read ami understand, about 3 out 
of 5 suggested something other than larger type. Those 
suggesting larger type^ however, accounted for more than 
20 percent of the total sample evaluating the smaller type 
version* None of those seeing the material printed in 14 
pt# ty])e suggested changing type size to make Kef rigeration 
easier to read and understand. 

Of those in sample A giving other suggestions, 3 
suggested more illustration; 8 said a different illus** 
tration was needed} 6 3aid more information would help} 7 
suggested a different color or more color} 5 said the 
writing style could bt? improved} 2 suggo^ted deleting the 
by-line and penalty statement; 2 suggested moving this 
material to the back} and two suggested a Spanish version* 

Sample B respondents gave similar suggestions with 10 
saying more information was needed; 8 suggesting a differ-- 
ent illustration, 5 suggesting more illustration, and 2 
suggesting that the illustration be reduced in size* 
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In esti.iiating homomakers' aoceptanco and use of this 
publloation, more than 19 percent oH tho Aides in sample 
A and close to 22 percent of those in sample B said all 
of the information contained in Ref rigoration would be 
readf Over 28 percent of the Aides evaluating the 10 pt* 
type version and better than 51 percent of the sample B 
respondents said homemakers would read most of it# 

Over 50 percent of those receiving the version with 

smaller type said homemakers would read only some of the 

material I while this response was given by only about 

half as many (25*5 percent) of tho respondents seeing the 

material in 14 pt» type* None of the respondents in 

either sample felt the material would be totally reject- 
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ed by the homemakers « 

A slightly higher percentage of the Aides in sample 
A felt that most of the homemakers would remember what 
they read. Over 10 percent of the Aides seeing the 10 pt# 
version and better than 13 percent of sample fl said many 
would remember* 

Almost 48 percent of sample A and tho majority in 
sample B said only some would remember* Of the Aides in 
sample A, better than 18 pero<?nt said a few or very few 
would remember, while almost half as many in sample B 
gave this response 
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The majority of respondonts in each sample eald that 
Ref ri<](oration was convincing or very convincingt About 
21 percent of the Aides in sample A and just over 20 per- 
cent in sample D said it was only somewhat convincingt 

Better than 12 percent of those evaluating the 10 pt 
version and about a third as many in sample B said the 

publication was only slightly convincing^ One Aide in 

66 

each sample said it wasn't convincing at allt 

About 38 percent of the Aides in sample A and close 

to 32 percent of those receiving the larger type version 
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said that Refri iteration could bo made more convincingt ' 

Of the Aides in sample A making suggestions for 

improving the persuasiveness of the publicatlout only 3 

suggested using larger type# None of the Aides in sam«> 

68 

pie B suggested changing type size. 

Other suggestions from those receiving the smaller 
type version represented about 41 percent of the total 
sample and included 24 recommendations that more infor- 
mation be provided. Eight said the illustration should 
be changed; 3 said more illustrations were needed; 2 
said a Spanish version would help; 8 said the illus«» 
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tration should bo reduced in size| and 1 suggested the 
use of "Madison Avonuu techniques*" Other suggestions 
from those evaluating the 14 pt* type version included 
30 rocommendations for raore information and 10 for using 
a different illustration* 

The raajority of respondents in each sample said that 
the publication was very attractive or attractive enough* 
Almost 16 percent of tho Aides evaluating the smaller 
typo version said it was only slightly attractive, while 
less than half that percentage in sample B gave that re- 
sponse. More than three times as many of those seeing 

Rof rigoration in the larger typo version called the pub-» 

69 

lication unattractive. 

Almost 31 percent of .sample A said tho publication 
could be made more attractive. About 22.5 percent of 

the Aides evaluating the version in larger type gave 

*u . . 70 

tho same opinxon. 

Less than a third of those in sample A making sug-- 

gestions for improving the attractiveness of Ref rigera** 

tion said larger typo would help, but these responses 

represent about 10 percent of the total sample. None in 
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sample B suggested altering the typo size. 
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Other suggestions from thoso evaluating the 10 ptt 
type version included 18 for a different illustration! j 
6 said more color was needed) 6 suggested a different 
color of paper! 3 said more information was needed) 2 
suggested moving the by-line and penalty statement to the 
back of the sheeti and 2 suggested deleting the by-line 
and penalty statement. 

Responses from those receiving the 14 pt# version 
included 17 suggestions for a different illustration) 
6 for a different color of paper) 5 for more information; 
3 for more illustrations) and 1 each for reducing the 
size of the illustration and more color. 

Only slightly more than 2 percent of those seeing 
Refrigeration in 14 pt* type listed typo size as the thing 
they liked best about the publication. None of the Aides 
in sample A mentioned typo size when asked vhat they liked 
best 

Aides in sample A mentioning something they liked 
about the publication accounted for almost 84 percent of 
the sample* Their responses included 29 comments about 
content; 24 said they liked the color best) 21 mentxoned 
clarity of message, 18 conunonted on the illustration) and 
3 said they liked everything. 

Of thoso seeing Refrigeration in 14 pt# type, most 
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mentionod content or paper oolorf with 43 responses eacht 
The Illustration was montloned by 13 Aides in this sample 
and thore were 32 commonts regardinfi clarity of message* 
Aides in each group also mentioned brevity and general 
appearance* 

More than 10 percent of the Aides receiving the pub- 
lication in 10 pt, type said type size was the thing they 
liked least about Refrigeration , Close to 39 percent of 
this sample mentionod something other than type size when 

asked what they liked least. None of the Aides in sample 

73 

B objected to the size of type,' 

Of the Aides in sample A mentioning things they did 
not particularly like about Ref rij^oration i 23 said they 
disliked the illustration; 13 said there vasnH enough 
information; 6 objected to the color; 1 said it should 
have been printed in Spanish; and 1 said the information 
should have been spread over both sides of the sheet. 

Aides in sample B objected to the limited amount of 
information and the iliustratic , with 26 and 24 mentions, 
respectively. Five Aides in sample B mentionod color; 1 
complained tliat the paper wasnH punched for a 3-ring 
binder; 1 objected to the writing style; and there was an 
irrelevant comment about the questionnaire^ 
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itomomakers^ ovaluatlons 

Almost 70 peroont of the horoomakers who received the 
publication printed in 10 pt» type and over 73 percent of 
those in sample B remombered the publication* Almost 8 
percent of the sample A respondents and close to 7 percent 
of those in sample B said Refrigeration was the only one 
of the throe publications they could remember •'^^ 

About 28 #5 percent of the homcmakers in sample A 

and more than 31 percent of those who saw the larger type 

version said they liked Refrigeration best of the three • 

None of the respondents in tithor sample mentioned type 

75 

size as a reason for preference* 

Of the 133 homemakers in sample A vho said they liked 
Refri geration best> 91 cited content; 17 said they needed 
the information; 8 said they liked it best because it vas 
easier to read and understand than tho other tvo} 6 said 
color was the reason; 4 mentioned the illustration; and ^ 
1 each said brevity and because it was the only one she 
could remember. Seven homcmakers in this sample didn't 
respond when asked why they liked Ref rii^eration best* 

Of tho 161 homcmakers in sample B who said this was 
the publication they liked best, 82 gave content as the 
reason I 38 said it was because they needed the informa- 
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tion) 5 cited oolorj 4 said it was easier to read and un^ 
dor stand than the other twoj 3 said they didnH knov why 
they liked Hef rit!eration bestj and 23 did not respond. 

Over 27 percent of the homemakers ovaluatin^j the 10 
pit typo version > and more than 20 percent of sample B| 
eaid Re frigeration was the publication they liked least 
of the thioo. Of those in samplo A giving this response ^ 
almost 7 percent iiaid it vas because of type sizot None 
of the samplo B respondents mentioned type size as a rea~ 
son for liking Ref ri j^oration least. 

Of the 111 homemakers in sample A who gave other 
reasons ) 58 said they already know the information in the 
publication} 22 said there wasn't enough information} 14 
didn't like the illustration} 3 mentioned color} 2 said 
the other topics were more important} 2 ^aid only that 
Refrigeration wasn't appealing} 2 said they couldn't un- 
derstand it} and 1 said there would be too rauch work to do 
if one were to follow the advice given in Refrigeration > 
There were 4 who said they didn't know why they liked it 
least and there wore 3 uninterpretable responses* Of 
those in sample A saying they liked Refrigeration leas-t, 
11 gave no response when asked why» 

Of the 94 homomakorf^ in sample U who gave other rea- 
sons for liking it least, 69 said they already knew all 



See Table 76, Appendix A 
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tho information! 8 said thoro vasnH onough information) 
7 didn't liko tho illustration j 1 wasnH interested in the 
topic) 1 said it was too simple j and 3 said they didnH 
know why they likod it least t There were 5 uninterpret- 
able responses and 11 homomakors in this sample failed to 
respond when askod why they likod Rof rigoratio n least. 

When asked what thoy learned from this publicationi 
over 71 percent of those who received the 10 pt. type 
version and over 79 percent of those in sample B were 

77 

able to repeat information contained in Refrigeration , ' ' 

Of these respondents, over 30 percent in sample A and 

about 36,5 percent in sample U wore able to list addi«« 

tional information when asked if they could remember 

78 

other points made in the publication. 

Almost 80 percent of the homomakers evaluating the 

version printed in smaller typo and over 95 percent of 

those in sample B said Refrigeration was easy to read 
79 

and understand* 

Of those saying thoy didn't find it easy to read and 
understand, over 22 percent of the homomakers who saw the 
smaller typo version (12 respondents) said larger type 



^^Seo Table 77, Appendix A 
^^See Table 78, Appendix A 
^^See Table 79, Appendix A 
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would holpi None of tho homeinakers in sample B made a 

suggestion for varying type size when considering ways to 

improve the readability of Refrigeration > Over 50 percent 

of those in sample A who made recoidmendations suggested 

80 

something other than varying type size. 

Of those in sataple A giving other suggestions » 10 
said a different color would help} 7 called for a Spanish 
language version} 5 suggested more information} 3 said 
smaller words should bo used} 2 recommended additional 
illustration} 2 said a different illustration was needed} 
1 couldnH read} and 1 said she didnH know how the pub- 
lication could be made easier to read and understand* Of 
the 4 responses given by horaemakors in sample B when ask- 
ed how tho publication could be improved, 1 wasn't sure} 
1 couldn't read} and there was a single suggestion each 
for more information and more illustrations. 

More than 68 percent of those evaluating the version 
printed in smaller type and over 75 percent of sample B 
said Refrigeration contained enough information. Other 
evaluations of tho amount of information given in the 
publication were almost equally distributed between the 
two samples 

When asked if thoy had ^started doing anything dif- 



See Table 30, Appendix A 
See Table 81 , Appendix A 
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forent as a result of reading Refrigeration , more than 33 
percent of those who roceivod the smaller typo version 
and about 46#5 percent of the homeraakers in sample B gave 
a positive response* Vhen these respondents were asked 
to explain^ about 9*4 percent in sawplo A and over 10 per- 
cent of the sample B respondents who said they had changed 
mentioned something unrelated to the publication* The 
Aides reported observed changes in behavior on about 8*5 

percent of the sample A questionnaires and about 11 percent 

82 

of those returned from sample B* 

As was suggested in the previous discussions of 
similar responses reported on questionnaires dealing with 
Household Pests and Fight Germs , the statistical differ- 
ences between homemaker-reported and Aide-observed changes 
in behavior do not necessarily represent contradictory 
responses* Many of the things mentioned by horaemakers 
vhen asked if thoy were doing anything different could 
have been performed without coming to the attention of 
the ENEP Aideso 



See Table 82, Appendix A 
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IV* SUM.^URY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Within the limitations of this study it may bo con- 
cluded that printed materials are more acceptable to ENEP 
Aides vhon they are printed in 14 point or larger type, 
vhen they are illustrated, and when they are printed on 
colored paper* 

It should be noted that Aides participating in this 
study indicated that paper color vas important to them in 
terms of appearance, but the printing of Household Pests 
on white paper did not have an effect on their evaluation 
of the readability or utility of the publication* 

Aides evaluating the nonillustrated version of Fight 
Germs indicated that illustration of such material was 
not only important to them in terms of appearance, but 
they also believe illustrations improve the readability 
and utility of publications used in their program. Aides 
evaluating the illustrated version of Fight Germs gave 
several recommendations that the illustration be changed. 
These responses suggest that communicative, rather than 
decorative, illustrations would be more acceptable to the 
Aides* 

Type size was important to the Aidos in terras of 
making the material easier to read, but those evaluating 
Refrigeration in 10 point tyi>e did not seem to believe 
that smaller typo seriously hampers the utility or oduca- 

ERIC 
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tional value of printed matoria.L3» Aides evaluating the 
version of Refrigeration printed in 10 point type did 
demonstrate a greater tendency to give lover estimates of 
the amount of material that would be read by homemakers 
and how many of them would remember what thoy read* It 
was not possible, within the confines of this study, to 
ascertain whether these tendencies were related to the 
type size variable or the respondents' familiarity with 
the reading habits of the homemakers they serve • 

In most cases, differences in responses between the 
samples were not great* This feature of the returns may 
be attributed to the tendency of Aides-^regardless of 
which version of which title they were evaluating-- to 
believe that need for and interest in the subject matter 
were high, that the publications would be useful in an- 
swering questions about food sanitation, that they were 
written well or fairly well, contained enough informa- 
tion, and were easy to read and understand* 

It is possible that ENEP Aides would be more ti- 
cal of publication design if they were asked tc ^eivrjuatv 
materials for which they perceived limited interest and 
need* In such a situation, more significant differences 
might be observed in responses* 

The hypothesis that type size, paper color, and il- 
lustration are related to changes in the behavior of those 
exposed to information through printed materials should be 
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studied furthor before conclusions are drawn. 

While it is true that homomakers exposed to the hy^ 
pothetically superior publications reported changes in 
behavior with greater frequency than those who saw the 
alternative versions, those difforonces are offset by the 
lower incidence of Aide-observed changes in behavior. 

The statistical differences between lioraomakers* re- 
ported and Aide-observed changes in behavior cannot be 
interpreted as contradictory responses because of the pos- 
sibility that Aides might not observe all behavior which 
resulted from homeroakors learning something by reading 
the publications used in this study* These differences 
do, however, introduce doubt about the meaning of collect- 
ed data* 

In interviews, regardless of which version of which 
title was being investigated, the majority of homemakers 
in all samples reported that they could remember TQeiiling 
the publication in question. 

Except for those exposed to the smaller type version 
of Ref riporation , about 80 percent of the homemakers in 
each sample were able to cite content from the publica- 
tion discussed in the interview when asked, "What did you 
learn from this leaflet?" Those receiving version A of 
Refrigeration who could mention information from the pub- 
lication accounted for almost 72 percent of that sample o 

Of all titles discussed, the design variables under 
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stuly vere cited with ah much frequency aSf or with less 

■ 

frequency than^ ixood for or intorost in subject matter 
when homomakors vore askod vhy thoy liked a particular 
title best or least and vhen they offered suggestions for 
making the publications easier to read* 

Although Fiij^ht Gerras was selected for studying the 
illustration variable, it was noted that many homomakers 
made suggestions that the ink-paper color combination be 
changed when askod how the publication could be made eas« 
ier to road or when they explained why they liked this 
title least of the three. These responses appeared with 

much greater frequency among those who saw the nonillus- 

83 

trated version* Similar responses appeared in the 

questionnaires returned from Aides evaluating the two 

84 

versions of Fi^ht Gerrns « 

While Aides indicated tJiat colored stock was of some 
importance in terms of eye appeal, these responses indicate 
that contrast between ink and paper colors must be main- 
tained at a level which will help assure legibility* 

Based on the deta discussed in the preceding pages, 
and taking the limitations of the study into account, it 



See pages 32 through 34 and Tables 49 and 53, 
Appendix A 

See pages 25 and 30 as well as Tables 36 and 46, 
Appendix A 
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may be ootioluded that printed materials prepared for 
Use in the Expanded Nutrition Education Program should 
be printed in 14 point or larger typo with illustrations 
that help illuminate subject matter • 

When interest in subject matter is perceived to be 
limited, it may be necessary to consider colored paper as 
a factor which might draw attention to the material, but 
care should be taken in the selection of color to help 
maintain legibility. 

m 
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Table 1 • Distribution of food sanitation publications 
by roportihK units as divided into groups for 
the purposes of the study 



(iroup 
Nunbor 


Counties in 
Uoporting Units 


Publications 
lioceivud and 

V V c 1 f\r\ 
T f o 1 UII 




Number 
of Aides 
in Oroup 


1 


Allegheny, Cambria, 
Crawford, Jofforson- 
Klk-Cloarf iuld-Clarion, 

."^ r* Vi * 1 V/ 1 1 1 1 V r\ >* If 

11 uy ji K 1 X 1 , ioiiv 


Household Pests 
Fi;Tht Germs A 
tiof ri/?eration D 


A 




56 


2 


lludf ord , Carbon- 
Monroe , Chester , 
Greene, Mercer, 
I n I i ivi 0 1 pix i a 


Household Pests 
Fif^ht Germs B 
Hof rii^oration A 


A 




56 


3 


Berks , Delaware , 
Juniata-Miff iin, 
Lackawanna , Lawrence , 
Mont^;oinery 


Houseliold Pests 
Fiirht Germs A 
lief ri^eration A 


B 




56 


4 


C u m b 0 r 1 a n d - r e r r , 
Fayette , Lu7,'3rne , 
Lycomin/,^, Tiof;a , 
Wcjstmoreland 


Household Pests 
Fi^jht Germs A 
Ref r igoration B 


B 




56 


5 


Uradf ord-iJulli van , 
Erie , Frankl in-Adams , 
Lancaster , Montour- 
Union-Snyder- 
Northumberland , :jornerset 


Household Pests 
Fi^;ht Germs B 
Kofri aeration B 


A 




56 


6 


Blair-Huntingdon , 
Bucks , Fulton, 
Potter-McKean-Carneron , 
Washington , Vayae-Pi ke 


Household Pests 
Flight Germs B 
iicf ri^!eration A 


B 




55 
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Table 2# Distribution of responses from KNEP Aides in 
evaluation of Household PestS t Question 1 t 



Hov many of the families you serve need 
this information? 





Version A 
(color) 




Version 1) 
(white) 




Total returns 


119 




124 






Responses 


Percent 


Responses 


Percent 


All 

iMost 

Many 

Some 

Few 

None 

No response 


13 
45 
25 
26 
9 
0 
1 


10.924 
37.815 
21 .008 
21 .849 
07.563 

00.840 


26 
37 
26 
24 
9 
0 
2 


20.968 
29,839 
20.968 
19.355 
07.258 

01 .61 3 



Table 3. Dislribution of responses from liKKP Aides in 
evaluation of Household Pests » Question 2: 

Have you had any questions regarding this 
topic from the families you serve? 





Version A 




Version B 






(color ) 




(white) 




Total returns 


119 




124 






Responses 


Percent 


Responses 


Percent 


Many 


14 


11 .765 


12 


09.677 


tiome 


44 


36.975 


57 


45.968 


A few 


30 


25.200 


16 


12.903 


Very few 


14 


11 .765 


18 


14.516 


None 


17 


14.285 


19 


15.323 


No response 


0 




2 


01 .613 



Tablo 4, Diatribution of responses from KNKP Aides in 
evaluation of Household Pests > Question 3t 

How well docs this publication help answer 
questions related to food sanitation? 



Total returns 



Version A 
(color) 

119 

lies pons es Percent 



Very veil 42 

Fairly veil 54 

Of some liolp 17 

Of little help 4 

Of no help at all 0 

No response 0 



35.294 
45.378 
14.286 
03.361 



Version B 
(white) 

124 

Uosponses 

72 
43 

8 

1 

0 
0 



Percent 

58.065 
34.678 
06.452 
00.806 



Table 5. Distribution of responses from KNEP Aides in 
evaluation of Household Pests ♦ Question 4t 

Does the publication present enough information? 



Total returns 



Too much 
Somewhat more 
than needed 
Enough 

Somewhat less 
than needed 
Too little 
No response 



Version A 




Version B 




(color) 




(white) 




119 




124 






Percent 


Uesponses 


Percent 


0 




0 




1 


00.840 


1 


00.806 


97 


81 .512 


104 


83.871 


11 


09.244 


9 


07.258 


7 


05.882 


8 


06.452 


3 


02.521 


2 


01 .613 



Table 6. Distribution of responses from KNKP Aides in 
evaluation of Household Pests » Question 5l 

Is the material well-written? 





Version A 




Version B 






(color) 




(white) 




Total returns 


119 




124 






Responses 


Percent 


Responses 


Percent 


Very well 


71 


59*663 


85 


68.548 


Fairly well 


46 


38»655 


37 


29.839 


Poorly 


0 




1 


00.806 


Very poorly 


0 




0 




No response 


2 


01 .680 


1 


00.806 



Table ?• Distribution of responses from KNKP Aides in 
evaluation of Household Pests , Question 6; 



Is the publication easy to road and understand? 





Version A 
(color) 




Version B 
(white ) 




Total returns 


119 




124 






Hosi)onses 


Percent 


Responses 


Percent 


Very easy 
Fairly easy 
A little 
difficult 
Very hard 
No response 


81 
31 

5 

0 
2 


68.067 
26.050 

04.202 
01 .680 


93 
26 

3 

0 
2 


74.999 
20.968 

02.419 
01 .613 



Tablo 8. Distribution of rosponaos from KNEP Aides in 
evaluation of Household Posts . Question 7i 



Could the publication be made easier to read 
and understand? 





Version A 




Version B 






(color) 




(white) 




Total roturna 


119 




124 






liosponsus 


I'ercont 


Uosponses 


Percent 


Yes 


16 


13.445 


9 


07.258 


No 


75 


63,025 


87 


70.161 


Mo opinion 


24 


20 . 1 67 


25 


20,161 


No response 


4 


03.361 


3 


02.419 



Table 9. Distribution of responses from EXEP Aides in 
evaluation of Household Pests , Question 8i 



If you answered "yes'' to question briefly 
state hov the publication can be improved • 





Version A 
(color) 




Version B 
(vhito) 




Total returns* 


15 




8 






Uesponses 


Percent 


Responses 


Percent 


Related to 
stock color 
Other responses 


0 
15 


mm 

100.00 


0 
8 


100.00 


^includes rj^sponscs given 
positive to (juoiition 7 


by those who 


did not respond 


in the 



Table 10* Distribution of responses from KNEP Aides in 
evaluation of Household Pests i Question 9i 



Will the homemnkers you serve read this material? 





Vorsion A 




Version B 






(color) 




(white) 




Total returns 


119 




124 






Responses 


Percent 


Responses 


Percent 


All of it 


26 


21 .849 


23 


18.548 


Most of it 


58 


48.739 


60 


48.387 


Som6 of it 


33 


27.731 


35 


28.225 


Nono of it 


1 


00.840 


1 


00.806 


No rosponso 


1 


00.840 


5 


04.032 



Table 11, Distribution of responses from ENEP Aides in 
evaluation of Household Pests » Question lOi 



Do you think the 
by the horaumakors 


material will 
you servo? 


be remembered 






Vorsion A 
(color) 




Version B 
(white ) 




Total returns 


119 




124 






Responses 


Percent 


Responses 


Percent 


Most will 
remember 
Many will 
Some will 
A few will 
Very few will 
None will 
No rosponso 


26 

20 
56 
13 
3 
1 

0 


21 .849 

16.807 
47.058 
10.924 
02.521 
00.840 


41 

12 
54 
10 
3 
1 
3 


33.065 

09.677 
43.548 
08.065 
02.419 
00.806 
02.419 



Table 12t Distribution of responses from ENEP Aides in 
evaluation of HouHehold Posts » Question Hi 



Is the publication convincing? 





Version A 




Version B 






(color) 




(white) 




Total returns 


119 




124 






Uosponses 


Percent 


Responses 


Percent 


Very convincing 


24 


20.168 


43 


34.677 


Convinc ing 


75 


63.025 


61 


49.194 


Somevhat 
oonvinc ing 


13 


10.924 


12 


09.677 


Slightly 


3 


02.521 


5 


04.032 


convincing 






Not convincing 
at all 


3 


02.521 


1 


00.806 


No rosponso 


1 


00.840 


2 


01 .613 



Table 13» Distribution of responses from ENEP Aides in 
evaluation of Ifousetiold Pests > Cuesti.n ^2t 



Could the publication be made more convincing? 





Version A 




Version B 






(color) 




(white) 




Total returns 


119 




124 






Uosponsos 


Percent 


Responses 


Percent 


Yes 


17 


14.286 


1 1 


08.871 


No 


62 


52.100 


78 


62.903 


No opinion 


36 


30.252 


31 


24,999 


No rosponso 


5 


04.202 


4 


03.226 



o 
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Table 14. Distribution of responses from KNBP Aides in 
evaluation of Household PostS t Question I3t 



If you answered '"yes" to question 12, briefly 
explain hov the publication could be made more 
convincing* 





Version A 
(color) 




Version B 
(white) 




Total returns* 


18 




12 






Hesponses 


Percent 


Responses 


Percent 


Related to 
stock color 
Other responses 


0 

18 


M mm 

100.00 


1 
11 


08.333 
91 .667 



^includes responses from those who did not answer *'yes" to 
question 12 



Table 15* Distribution of responses from EKEP Aides in 
evaluation of ilousehold Pests t Question 14j 

Is the publication attractive? 





Version A 
(color) 




Version B 
(white) 




Total returns 


119 




124 






Uosponsos 


Percent 


Hesponses 


Percent 


Very attractive 42 
Attractive enough 57 
Slightly attractive 7 
Slightly 3 
unattractive 
Unattractive 5 
Very unattractive 3 
No response 2 


35 .294 
47.899 
05.882 

02.521 

04.202 
02.521 
01 .680 


32 
55 
16 

9 

8 

2 
2 


25.806 
44.355 
12.903 

07.258 

06.452 
01 .613 
01 .613 



Table 16. Distribution of rosponsos from EXEP Aides in 
evaluation of Household Pests , yuostion 15j 



Could the publication bo made more attractive? 





Version A 




Version D 






(color) 




(white) 




Total returns 


119 




124 






Itosponsos 


Percent 


Hesponses 


Percent 


Yes 


19 


15.966 


27 


21 .774 


No 


64 


53.781 


61 


49.194 


No opinion 


30 


25.209 


31 


24.999 


No response 


6 


05.042 


5 


04,032 



Table !?• Distribution of responses from I3NEP Aides in 
evaluation of tiousehold PestS t Question I6j 



If you answered '^yes" to question 15> explain 

hov the publication could bo made more attractive. 





Version A 
(color) 




Version B 
(white) 




Total returns* 


19 




31 






liesponsos 


Percent 


Hesponses 


Percent 


Related to 
stock color 
Other responses 


^ 4 
15 


21 .053 
78.947 


21 
10 


67.774 
32.258 



*includes responses from those who did not answer "yes" to 
question 15 
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Table 18 1 Distribution of rusponsos from KNKP Aidos in 
uvaluatian of Jiousohold Pests > Question 17i 



What 


did you liUo 


boat about 


this publication? 




Vorsion A 




Version D 






(color) 




(white) 




Total roturns 


119 




124 






Uosponses 


Percont 


Kosponses 


Percont 


Stock color 


36 


30.252 


4 


03.226 


Othor 


75 


63.025 


107 


86.290 


No rcsponsu 


8 


06.723 


13 


10.484 



Table 19» Distribution of responses from ENEP Aides in 
evaluation of Household ^esta . Question 18t 



What 


did you like 


least about 


this publication? 




Version A 




Version B 






(color) 




(white ) 




Total returns 


119 




124 






Rosponsos 


Percent 


Hesponses 


Percent 


Stock color 


0 




17 


13.709 


Othor 


31 


26*050 


29 


23,387 


No response or 






78 




oxpres sed complete 88 


73*949 


62*903 



satisfaction 
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Tabid 20$ Distribution of responses from homemakers in 
evaluation of Household Pesta « Question It 



Do you romombor those leaflets? 



Total returns 



Ono of throe 
remomborod 
One of tvo 
retnomberod 
Only one 
romombored 
No response 



Vorsion A 
(color) 




Vorsion li 
(vhite) 




528 




461 




Kesponsos 


Percent 


Responses 


Percent 


326 


61 .742 


234 


50.759 


44 


08.333 


30 


06.508 


34 


06.439 


33 


07.158 


124 


23.485 


164 


35.575 



Table 21 • Distribution of responses from homemakers in 
evaluation of ^ousohgld Posts , Question 2t 

Which of the throe did you like best? 





Version A 
(color) 




Vorsion B 
(whito) 




Total rott- ns 


528 




461 






Itesponses 


Percent 


Responses 


Percent 


Liked best 


148 


28.030 


153 


33.189 


Why? 
Total returns 


148 




153 




Uelated to 
stock color 
Other responses 
No response 


2 

131 
15 


01 .351 

88.514 
10.135 


5 

135 
13 


03.268 

88.235 
08.497 



Tablo 22. Distribution of responses from homemakora in 
evaluation of Household Pests i Question 3i 



Which 


of tho three 


did YOU 


liko lonst? 






Version A 
(color) 




Version D 
(white) 




Total returiis 


528 




461 






Kosponsus 


Percent 


Uesponses 


Porcont 


JUXrVvU JLUciov 


1 00 


1 ft .030 






Why? 










Total returns 


too 




102 




Related to 
stock color 
Other responses 
No response 


0 

87 
13 


87.000 
13.000 


4 

82 
16 


03.922 

80.392 
15.686 



Table 23, Distribution, of rosj)onsos fron homeraakors in 
evaluation of Houseiiold Pests , Question 16: 



What did you learn fron this leaflet? 





Version A 




Version B 






(color) 




(white) 




Total returns 


528 




461 






Responses 


Percent 


Uesponses 


Percent 


One item 


116 


21 .970 


98 


21 .258 


Two items 


114 


21 .591 


93 


20.174 


Throe items 


72 


13.636 


78 


16.920 


Four items 


56 


10.606 


36 


07.809 


Five items 


52 


09,848 


57 


12.364 


No response 


118 


22.348 


99 


21 .475 



Tablo 24. Distribution of rosponsos from homomakors in 
©valuation of Household Pests > Question 17i 

Do you romombor any of the other points made? 



Total returns 



Ho spend ont lists 
other tips 
Can't remember 
anything else 
No response 



Version A 
(color) 




Version D 
(white) 




410 




362 




Responses 


Percent 


Uesponsos 


Percent 


125 


30.488 


100 


27.624 


194 


47.317 


198 


54.696 


91 


22.195 


64 


17.680 



Table 25* Distribution of responses from homemakers in 
evaluation of Household Pests > Question 18t 

Did you find this leaflet easy to read and 
understand? 





Version A 
(color) 




Version D 
(white) 




Total returns 


528 




461 






Responses 


Percent 


Responses 


Percent 


Yes 
No 

Can't remember 
No response 


469 
15 
21 
23 


88.826 
02.841 

03.977 
04.356 


386 
27 
30 
18 


83.731 
05.857 
06.508 
03.905 



o 
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Table 26* Distribution of responses from homemakers iu 
evaluation of household Pests « Question 19i 



llov 
you 


could this 
to read? 


leaflet be made 


oasior for 






Version A 
(color) 




Voraion B 
(vhite) 




Total returns 


15 




27 






Responses 


Percent 


Kesponsos 


Percent 


Uolatud to 
©took color 
Other responses 
No response 


1 

4 
10 


06.667 

26*667 
66.667 


2 

17 
8 


07.407 

62.963 
29.630 



Table 27. Distribution of rosponses from homemakers in 
evaluation of Household Pes ts, Question 20t 

Was thore enough information i too mucht 
or too little? 



Total returns 



Too much 

Slightly too much 
Just enough 
A little less 
than enough 
Far too little 
No response 



Version A 
(color) 




Version B 
(vhite) 




528 




461 




Kesponsos 


Percent 


Uesponses 


Tore en t 


11 
13 

398 


02.083 
02.462 
75.379 


20 
20 
336 


04.338 
04.338 
72.885 


47 


08.902 


46 


09.978 


27 
32 


05.114 
06.061 


13 
26 


02.820 
05.640 



lablo 28, Dihtribution of rosponses from homomakers in 
evaluation of llouaohold Posts « Question 21 % 



Have you started doing anything different as 
a result of reading this leaflet? 





Version A 
(color) 




Version B 
(vhito) 




Total returns 


528 




461 






Responses 


Percent 


Uosponsos 


Percent 


Aide reported 
observed change 


64 


12.121 


44 


09.544 


Yes 
No 

AlOv sure 
No response 


231 
205 

42 


43.750 
38.826 

07.955 


153 
209 

49 


33.189 
45.336 

10.629 


If yos, 


explain . 








Total returns 


231 




153 






lie aponsos 


Percent 


Jlesponses 


Percent 


Rolatod to 
publication 
Unrelated 
No response 


213 

7 
11 


92.208 

03.030 
04.762 


142 

3 
8 


92.810 

01 .961 
05.229 



Tablo 29# Distribution of rosponsos from ENKP Aidos in 
evaluation of Fight OormS i Question 1i 



How many of the families you serve need this 
information? 





Version A 




Version B 






(iilustratod) 


(not illustrated) 


Total returns 


126 




118 






Hesponses 


Percent 


Responses 


Percent 


All 


36 


28.571 


25 


21 .186 


Most 


46 


36.507 


47 


39.830 


Many 


17 


13,492 


Z4 


20.339 


Some 


20 


15.873 


19 


16.102 


Few 


5 


03.968 


2 


01 ,695 


None 


0 




0 


mm mm 


No response 


2 


O1T587 


1 


00.847 



Table 30. Distribution of responses from KNEP Aides in 
evaluation of Fight Germs . Question 2i 



Have you had any questions regarding this 
topic from the families you servo? 





Version A 
(iilustratod) 


Version D 

(not illustrated) 


Total returns 


126 




118 






Flosi)onsos 


Percent 


Hesponsos 


Percent 


Many 
dome 
A few 
Very few 
None 

No response 


6 
57 
23 
14 
25 

1 


04.761 
47.619 
18.254 
11.111 
19.841 
00.794 


9 
37 
34 
15 
24 

0 


07.627 
31 .356 
28.814 
12.712 
20.339 



Tablo 31 • Distribution of rosponsos from CN'E? Aidos in 
ovaluution of Fitfht Germs * ^uostion 3i 



Hov veil does this publication help answer 
questions related to food sanitation? 





Version A 




Version B 






(illustrated) 


(not illustrated) 


Total returns 






118 






Hosponsos 


Percent 


Hesponses 


Percent 


Yory well 


76 


60.317 


43 


36.441 


Fairly well 


34 


26.984 


54 


45.763 


Of some help 


4 


03.174 


16 


13.559 


Of little help 


9 


07,142 


4 


03.389 


Of no holp at 


all 0 




0 




No response 


5 


02,380 


1 


00.847 



Table 32, Distribution of rosponsos from ENEP Aides in 
evaluation of Fight Gorms t (^uostion 4: 

Does this publication present enough information? 



Version A Version B 

(illustrated) (not illustrated) 



Total returns 


126 




118 






Responses 


Percent 


Responses 


Percent 


Too much 


1 


00,794 


0 




Somewhat more 
than needed 


3 


02.380 


4 


03.389 


Enough 


94 


74.603 


86 


72.881 


Somewhat loss 
than needed 


13 


10.317 


8 


06.779 


Too little 


14 


11.111 


20 


16.949 


No response 


1 


00.794 


0 





ERIC 



Tablo 33. Distribution of responses from KNEP Aides in 
evaluation of Fiuht Perms i Question 5i 



Is the material voll-vritten? 





Version A 




Version B 






(illustrated) 


(not illustrated) 


Total returns 


126 




118 






Ilesponsos 


Percent 


llosponses 


Percent 


Very well 


87 


69.048 


52 


44.068 


Fairly well 


37 


29.365 


60 


50.847 


Poorly 


1 


00.794 


5 


04.237 


Very poorly 


0 




0 




No response 


1 


00.794 


1 


OoT847 



Tablo 34. Distribution of responses from ENKP Aides in 
evaluation of Flight Germs i lJuostion 6i 



Is tho publication easy to road and understand? 





Version A 
(illustrated) 


Version B 

(not illustrated) 


Total returns 


126 




118 






Uesponsos 


Percent 


Uesponsen 


Percent 


Very easy 96 
Pairly easy 20 
A little difficult 8 
Very hard 0 
No response 2 


76.190 
15.873 
06.349 

01 .587 


63 
45 
7 
3 
0 


53.389 
38.136 
05,932 
02.542 

mm •» 



Table 35. Distribution of responses from KNEP Aides in 
evaluation of Viuht Oorms . Question 7i 



Could the publication bo made easier to 
road and understand? 





Version A 




Version B 






(illustrated) 


(not illustrated) 


Total returns 


126 




118 






Uospon&us 


Percent 


Retiponses 


Percent 


Yes 


26 


20.635 


35 


29.661 


No 


74 


58.730 


58 


49.153 


No opinion 


19 


15.079 


26 


22.034 


No response 


7 


05.555 


0 





Table 36, Distribution of responses from ENEP Aides in 
evaluation of Fii/ht Oorms , Question 8t 



If you answered "yes" to question 7$ briefly 
state how the publication can be improved. 





Version A 
(illustrated) 


Version B 

(not illustrated) 


Total returns* 


25 




33 






Responses 


Percent 


Responses 


Percent 


Relatod to 
illustration 
Other responses 


17 

8 


68.000 
32.000 


18 
15 


54.545 
45.455 



^includes responses froia those who did not answer "yes" 
to question 7 



Tablo 37. Distribution of rosponsos from KNEi> Aidos in 
evaluation of Ftgi\t Germs i Question 9i 



Will the homemakors you serve read this material? 





Version A 




Version B 






(illustrated) 


(not illustrated) 


Total returns 


126 




118 






iic sponsos 


Percent 


Responses 


Percent 


All of it 


26 


20.635 


14 


11 .864 


Moat of it 


62 


49.206 


44 


37.288 


Somo of it. 


32 


25.397 


56 


47.457 


Xono of it 


1 


00.794 


2 


01 .695 


No response 


5 


03.968 


2 


01 .695 



Table 38. Distribution of responses from ENKP Aides in 
evaluation of Finht Germs i (Question lOt 



Do 

by 


you think the 
the homcmakers 


material will 
you serve? 


be remembered 






Version A 

( i llustrated) 


Version B 

(not illustrated) 


Total returns 


126 




118 






Responses 


Percent 


Responses 


Percent 


Most will remombor 24 
Many will IB 
Some will 67 
A few will 10 
Very few will 2 
None will 1 
No response 4 


19.048 
14.286 
53.175 
07.937 
01 .587 
00.794 
03.175 


13 
12 
68 
17 
6 
1 
1 


1 1 .016 
10.169 
57.627 
14.407 
05.085 
00.847 
00.847 



Tftblo 39* Distribution of responses from BXEP Aides in 
ovftluation of Fii>ht Germs i Question 11 t 

Is tho publication convincing? 



Total returns 



Version A 
(illustrated ) 

126 



Hesponsos 



Vory convincing 27 
Convincing 66 
iiomovhat convincing 20 
Slightly convincing 10 
Not conviacit) ^ 
at all ^ 
No response 1 



Version B 

(not illustrated) 





118 




Pore ant 


Uosponsos 


Percent 


21 .429 


11 


09.322 


52.381 


67 


56.779 


15.873 


21 


17.796 


07.937 


13 


11 .017 




5 


04.237 


02.381 


1 


00.847 



Tabic 40. Distribution of rosponsos fron KNEP Aides in 
evaluation of Fi^ht Oorms , {juestion 12j 

Could tho publication be made raore convincing? 





Version A 




Version B 






(illustrated) 


(not illustrated) 


Total returns 


126 




118 






Responses 


Percent 


Hesponsos 


Percent 


Yes 


39 


30.952 


37 


31.356 


No 


57 


45.238 


44 


37.288 


No opinion 


23 


18.254 


36 


30.508 


No response 


6 


04.762 


1 


00.847 



Table 41 • Distribution of responses I'rom ENEP Aides in 
evaluation of Fight Germs i Question 13i 



If you answered "yes" to cjuestion 12, briefly 
explain how the publication could bo made more 
attractive • 





Version A 
(illustrated) 


Version B 

(not illustrated) 


Total returns^ 


36 




35 






Uosponsos 


Percent 


Uosponses 


Porconi 


Uelatod to 
illustration 
Other responses 


21 
15 


58.333 
41 .667 


24 
11 


68,571 
31 .429 



^includes responses from those who did not answer "yes" to 
question 12, 



Table 42. Distribution of rvisponsos from ENKP Aides in 
evaluation of Fipht Gorms > Question 14i 

Is the publication attractive? 





Version A 




Version B 






(illustrated) 


(not illustrated) 


Total returns 


126 




118 






Responses 


Percent 


Responses 


Percent 


Very attractive 


4-t 


34.921 


17 


14.407 


Attractive onough 




45.238 


54 


45.763 


Slightly attractive 14 


11.111 


26 


22.034 


Slightly 
unattractive 


6 


04,762 


8 


06.779 


Unattractive 


0 




9 


07.627 


Very unattractive 


0 




2 


01 .695 


No responsio 


5 


03.968 


3 


02.542 



ERIC 



Table 43* Dibtrlbutloa of rosrionses from DNUP Aldos in 
ovaJuation of F i^ht (j or ma t Question 15i 



Could tho publication bo made more attractive? 





Version A 




Version D 






(il lustrated) 


(not illustrated) 


Total roturns 


126 




118 






Uesponses 


Porcont 


fiosponsos 


Percent 


Yos 


26 


20.635 


47 


39.831 


No 


67 


53.175 


32 


27 . 1 1 9 


No opinion 


22 


17.460 


32 


27.119 


No rosponso 


11 


08.730 


7 


05.932 



Tablo 44* Distribution of responses from EXEP Aides In 
evaluation of Fii:;ht Germs , Question I6i 



If you answered "yos" to question 15, explpvin how 
the publication could be made more attractive. 





Version A 




Version B 






(Illustrated) 


(not illustrated) 


Total returns* 


27 




51 






Responses 


Percent 


Responses 


Percent 


Uelatod to 
illustration 


19 


70.370 


43 


84.314 


Other responses 


8 


29.630 


8 


15»686 



*includos responses from those vho did aot ansver "yes" to 
question 15 



ERIC 



Table 45i Distribution of rosponsos from ENEP Aides in 
evaluation of Fight Germs t Question 17i 

Vhat did you like best about this publication? 



Total returns 



Illustration 
Other responses 
No response 



Version A 
(ill'v :rated) 

126 

Kesponsos Percent 



20 
93 
12 



15.873 
73.809 
09.524 



Version B 

(not illustrated) 



118 
Responses 



108 
10 



Percent 



91 .524 
08^475 



Table 46. Distribution of responses from ENEP Aides in 
evaluation of Fight Germs t Question 18t 



What did you like least about this publication? 



Version A 
(illustrated) 


Version B 

(not illustrated) 


Total retui-ns 126 




118 




Responses 


Perceiit 


Responses 


Percent 


Illustration (lack f^/^ 
of for Version B) 
Other responses 25 
No response or 
expressed complete 79 
satisfaction 


16.6iS6 
19.841 

62.984 


24 
40 

54 


20.339 
33.898 

45.763 



ERIC 



Table 47 • Distribution of ro&ponsos from homomakors in 
evaluation of Fiuht Uerms > Question \i 



Do you remember these leaflets? 



Version A Version B 

(illustrated) (not illustrated) 



Total roturns 


484 




504 






Itosponsos 


Percent 


liosponses 


Percent 


One of tliroo 
romombored 


267 


55.165 


291 


57.738 


Ono of tvo 
remembered 


36 


07.438 


21 


04.167 


Only ono 
romomborod 


27 


05.579 


20 


03.968 


N'o rt;sponso 


1 54 


31 .818 


172 


34.127 



Table 48. Distribution of rosj)onses from homemaUors in 
evaluation of Vinht Germs « Question 2: 





Which 


of the three did you 


like best? 








Version A 
(illustrated) 


Version B 

(not illustrated) 


Total 


roturns 


484 


504 








llosponses Percent 


Uosponses 


Percent 


Liked 


best 
Why? 


105 21.694 


117 


23.214 


Total 


returns 


105 


117 




Illustration 
Other responses 
No response 


0 

92 87.619 
13 12.381 


107 
10 


91 .453 
08.547 



ERIC 



Table 49# Distribution of responses from horaoraakers in 
evaluation of Fight G^^rmS i Question 3i 

Which of the three did you like least? 



Version A Version B 

(illustrated) (not illustrated) 



Total returns 


484 




504 






liosponses 


Percent 


^ {iosponses 


Percent 


Liked least 


68 


14,050 


90 


17.857 


Why? 










Total returns 


68 




90 




Illustration or 
lack of 


7 


10.294 


24 


26.667 


Other rosponses 


49 


72.059 


58 


64.444 


No response 


12 


17.647 


8 


08.889 



Table 50* Distribution of rosponses from homemakers in 
evaluation of Fii^ht Germs , Question IOj 



What did you learn from this leaflet? 





Version A 




Version B 






(illustrated) 


(not illustrated) 


Total returns 


484 




504 






Rosponses 


Percent 


Responses 


Percent 


One item 


93 


19.215 


92 


18.254 


Two items 


103 


21 .201 


101 ' 


20.040 


Three items 


86 


17.769 


95 


18.849 


Four items 


46 


09.504 


51 


10.119 


Vivo items 


25 


05.165 


32 


06.349 


Six items 


43 


08.884 


33 


06.548 


No response 


88 


18.182 


100 


19.841 



lable 51 • Diatribution of responses from homemakors in 
evaluation of Flight Germs » Question 11 j 



Do you romembor any of the other points made? 





Version A 

{ i 1 lustrated ) 


Version 13 

(not illustrated) 


Total returns 


396 




404 






Responses 


Percent 


Responses 


Percent 


Rospondont lists 
other tips 
Can't romembor 
anything olso 
N'o response 


150 

192 
54 


37.879 

'18.485 
13.636 


119 

227 
58 


29.455 

56.188 
14.356 



Table- 52 • Diiitribution of rcsponsus from hofnemakurs in 
evaluation of Fi^ht Ucrn s> Question 12: 



Did you I'ind this loaflot easy to read and understand? 





Version A 




Version li 






(illustrated) 


(not illustrated) 


Total returns 


484 




504 






Res]»onsys 


I'orcont 


Responses 


Percent 


Yes 


419 


86.570 


422 


83.730 


No 


22 


04.5'15 


37 


07.341 


Can't remember 


21 


04.339 


26 


05.159 


Xo response 


22 


04.545 


19 


03.770 



Tablo 53i Distribution of responses from horaemakers in 
evaluation of Fiirlit Germs > Question 13t 



How could tliis leaflet be made easier for 
you to read? 





Version A 
(illustrated) 


Version B 

(not illustrated) 


Total returns 


22 




37 






Uesponsos 


Percent 


Kespoitses 


Percent 


Related to 
illustration 
Other responses 
No response 


3 

15 
4 


13.636 

68.182 
18.182 


7 

27 
3 


18.919 

72.973 
08.108 



Table 54. Distribution of responses from homemakers in 
evaluation of Fi^ht Germs i Question 14i 

Was there eaough information, too much, 
or too little? 



Version A 
(illustrated) 



Total returns 



Too much 

Slightly too much 
Just enough 
A little loss 
than enough 
Far too little 
No response 



Version B 

(not illustrated) 



484 




504 




Itosponsos 


Percent 


Responses 


Percent 


11 


02,273 


9 


01 .786 


10 


02.066 


18 


03.571 


370 


76.446 


368 


73.016 


45 


09.298 


53 


10.516 


15 • 


03.099 


19 


03.770 


33 


06.818 


37 


07.341 



Table 55« Distribution of responses from homemakers in 
evaluation of Fight Oerms t Question 15t 



Have you started doing anything different as 
a result of reading* this leaflet? 





Version A 
(illustrated) 


Version B 

(not illustrated) 


Total returns 


484 




504 






Uesponses 


Percent 


Hespojrisos 


Percent 


Aide reported 
observed change 


57 


11 .777 


61 


12.103 


Yes 
No 

Not sure 
No response 


218 
160 
52 
54 


45,041 
33.058 
10.744 
11 .157 


180 
214 
61 
49 


35.714 
42.460 
12.103 
09.722 


If yos, explain* 








Total returns 


218 




180 






Responses 


Percent 


Responses 


Percent 


Related to 
publication 
Unrelated 
No response 


192 

10 
16 


88.073 

04.587 
07.339 


158 

13 
9 


87.778 

07.222 
04.910 



Table 36* Distribution of responses from ENEP Aides in 
evaluation of Refrigeration , Question 1 i 

Hov many of the fanilies you serve need 
this inf orioation? 



Version A Version B 

(10 pt» type) {14 pt. type) 



Total returns 


in 




129 






Responses 


Percent 


Responses 


Peroent 


All 


19 


16.814 


19 


14.729 


Most 


39 


34.513 


40 


31 .008 


Many 


14 


12.389 


24 


18.605 


Some 


30 


26.549 


33 


25.581 


Few 


10 


08.849 


12 


09.302 


None 


0 




1 


00,775 


No response 


1 


00.885 


0 





Table 37 « D.^i^stribution of responses from ENEP Aides in 
ovaluation of Ref rigeratioP t Question 2i 



Have you had any questions regarding this 
topic from the families you serve? 





Version A 




Version B 






(10 pt. type) 


(14 pt. type) 


Total returns 


113 




129 






Responses 


Percent 


Responses 


Percent 


Many 


7 


06.195 


11 


08.527 


Some 


45 


39.823 


63 


48.837 


A few 


28 


24.779 


25 


19.379 


Very few 


10 


08.849 


15 


11 .628 


None 


22 


19.469 


15 


11 .628 


No response 


1 


00.885 


1 


00.775 



Tabl« 58. Distribution of responsor from BNEP Aides ia 
evaluation of Refrigeration . Question 3i 

Hov veil does this publication help answer 
questions related to food sanitation? 



Version A Version B 

(10 pt. type) (14 pt. type) 

Total returns 113 129 

Responses Percent Responses Percent 

Very well 38 33,628 52 40.309 

Fairly well 46 40.707 57 44.186 

Of some help 20 17.699 16 12.403 

Of little help 8 07.079 2 01.550 

Of no help at all 0 — 1 00.775 

No response 1 00.885 1 00.775 



Table 59« Distribution of responses from ENBP Aides in 
evaluation of Refrigeration . Question 4i 

Does the publication present enough information? 





Version 


A 




Version 


B 






(10 pt. 


type) , 


(14 pt. 


type) 


Total returns 


113 






129 








Responses 


Percent 


Responses 


Percent 


Too much 


1 




00.885 


0 






Somewhat more 
than needed 


2 




01 .769 


3 




02.326 


Enough 


79 




69.911 


81 




62.790 


Somewhat less 
than needed 


6 




05.309 


18 




13.953 


Too little 


24 




21 .239 


23 




17.829 


No response 


1 




00.885 


4 




03.101 



o 

ERIC 



Table 60« Distribution of responses from ENfDP AMes in 
evaluation of Ref rigeration t Question 5t 

Is the material vell-vritten? 





Version A 




Version B 






(10 pt. type) 


(14 pt. type) 


Total returns 


113 




129 






Responses 


Percent 


Responses 


Percent 


Very veil 


56 


49.558 


81 


62.790 


Fairly well 


48 


42.478 


45 


34.884 


Poorly 


7 


06.195 


2 


01 .550 


Very poorly 


2 


01 .769 


0 




No response 


0 




1 


00.775 



Table 61 • Distribution of responses from EKEP Aides in 
evaluation of Ref rigeration t Question 6% 



Is the publioation easy to read and understand? 





Version A 
(10 pt. type) 


Version B 
(14 pt. type) 


Total returns 


113 




129 






Responses 


Percent 


Responses 


Percent 


Very easy 66 
Pairly easy 25 
A little difficult 16 
Very hard 4 
No response 2 


58.407 
22.124 
14.159 
03.539 
01 .769 


105 
21 
3 
0 
0 


81 .395 
16.279 
02.326 

MM* 



Table 62* Distribution of responses from ENEP Aides in 
evaluation of Ref rigeration i Question 7i 



Could the publication bo made easier to 
read and understand? 





Version A 




Version B 






(10 pt, type) 


(14 pt. type) 


Total returns 


113 




129 






Responses 


Percent 


Responses 


Percent 


Yes 


36 


31 .858 


22 


17.054 


No 


57 


50.442 


88 


68.216 


No opinion 


19 


16.814 


17 


13.178 


No response 


1 


00.885 


1 


00.775 



Table 63. Distribution of responses from ENEP Aides in 
evaluation of Ref rigeration « Question 8i 



If you answered •^yes" to quostioa 7i briefly 
state hov the publication can bo improved* 





Version A 
(10 pt, type) 


Version B 
(14 pt. type) 


Total returns* 


58 




25 




Responses 


Percent 


Responses Percent 


Related to 
type size 
Other re^ponaes 


23 
35 


39^655 
60*345 


0 Mi 

25 1 00^00 



^includes responses from those vho did not answer "yes" to 
question 7 



ERIC 



Table 64. Distribution of responsds from ENBP Aides in 
evaluation of Refrigeration * Question 9i 



Will the homemakers you serve read this material? 





Version A 




Version B 






(10 pt. type) 


(14 pt. type) 


Total returns 


113 




129 






Responses 


Percent 


Responses 


Percent 


All of it 


22 


19.469 


28 


21 .705 


Most of it 


32 


28.319 


66 


51.163 


Some of it 


57 


50.442 


33 


25.581 


None of it 


0 


— mm 


0 




No response 


2 


01 .769 


2 


O1T55O 



Table 63 « Distribution of responses from EKEP Aides in 
evaluation of Ref rigoration t Question lOi 

Do you think the material will be remembered 
by the homemakers you serve? 



Version k Version B 

(10 pt. type) (14 pt# type) 



Total re-turns 


113 




129 






Responses 


Percent 


Responses 


Percent 


Most will remember 24 


21 .239 


24 


18.605 


Many will 


12 


10.619 


17 


13.178 


Some vill 


54 


47.788 


75 


58.139 


A few vill 


20 


17.699 


7 


05.426 


Very fev will 


1 


00.885 


5 


03.876 


None will 


0 




0 




No response 


2 


01 .769 


0 





ERLC ^ 



Tablo 66« Distribution of responses from BNEP Aid^a in 
evaluation of Refrigeration * Question lit 

Is the publication convincing? 



Total returns 



Very convincing 

Convincing 

Somewhat 

convincing 

Slightly 

convincing 

Not convincing 

at all 

No response 



Version A 
(10 pt. type) 



Version B 
(14 pt» type) 



113 




129 




Rosponaes 


Percent 


Responses 


Percent 


12 


10.619 


21 


16.279 


61 


53.982 


75 


58.139 


24 


21 .239 


26 


20.155 


14 


12.389 


5 


03.876 


1 


00.885 


1 


00.775 


1 


00.885 


1 


00.775 



Table 67* Distribution of responses from ENEP Aides in 
evaluation of Refrigoratlon i Question 12t 

Could the publication be made more convincing? 





Version A 




Version B 






(10 pt. type) 


(14 pt, type) 


Total returns 


113 




129 






Responses 


Percent 


RespoQses 


Percent 


Tes 


43 


38.053 


41 


31 .783 


No 


43 


38.053 


51 


39.535 


No opinion 


25 


22.124 


32 


24.806 


No response 


2 


01 .769 


5 


03.876 



Table 68* Oistrlbutioa of responses from ENEP Aides In 
evaluation of Ref rigeratiott i Question Ti3i 



If you answered "yes" to question 12, briefly 
explain hov the publication could be made more 
convincing* 



Version A Version b 

(10 pt# type) {14 ptf type) 

Total returns* 49 40 

Responses Percent Responses Percent 

Other responses 46 93t878 40 100*00 



^includes rosponaejs^ from those who did not answer "yes" to 
question 12 



Table 69« Distribution of responses from KNEF Aides in 
evaluation of Kef rigeration > Question 14j 

Is the publication attractive? 



Version A Version B 

(10 pt. type) (14 pto type) 



Total returns 



Very attractive 
Attractive enough 
Slightly 
attractive 
Slightly 
unattractive 
Unattractive 
Very unattractive 
No response 



113 




129 




Responses 


Percent 


Responses 


Ptroent 


33 


29.204 


48 


37.209 


1 53 


46.903 


57 


44.186 


18 


15.929 


9 


06.977 


4 


03.539 


3 


02.256 


3 


02.655 


10 


07,752 


0 




0 




2 


01 .769 


2 


O1T55O 



T«ble 70. Distribution of responses from E.VEP Aides 

In evaluation of Refrigeration . Question 15t 



Could the publication bo made more attractive? 





Vorsion A 




Vorsion B 






(10 pt. type) 


(14 pt. type) 


Total returns 


113 




129 






Responses 


Porcont 


Responses 


Percent 


70S 


35 


30.973 


29 


22.480 


No 


40 


35.398 


61 


47.287 


No opinion 


32 


28.319 


34 


26.356 


No response 


5 


04.425 


5 


03.876 



Table 71* Distribution of rosponaes from ENKP Aides in 
evaluation of Ref ri^^eration t Question 16t 



If you answered "yes^* to question 15^ explain 

how the publication could bo made more attractive* 





Version A 
(10 pt, type) 


Version B 
(14 pt. type) 


Total returns* 


46 




34 




Responses 


Porcont 


Responses Percent 


Related to 
type siae 
Other responses 


11 

35 


23.913 
76.087 


0 

34 100.00 



*includes responses from those who did not answer "yes" to 
question 15 



ERIC 



T&ble 72* Distribution of responses from ENEP Aides in 
evaluation of Refrigeratioa i Question 17t 

Vhat did you like best about this publication? 



Version A Version B 

(10 pt. type) (14 pt. type) 

Total returns 113 129 

Responses Percent Responses Percent 

Type size 0 — 3 02.326 

Other responses 95 84.071 113 87.y96 

No response 18 15.929 13 10,077 



Table 73. Distribution of responses from ENBP Aides in 
evaluation of Refrigeration ♦ Question 18» 

Vhat did you like least about this publication? 



Total returns 



Version A 
(10 pt. type) 

113 

Responses Percent 



Type size 12 
Other responses 44 
No response or 
expressed complete 57 
satisfaction 



10.619 
38.938 

50.442 



Version B 
(14 pt. type) 



129 

Responses 

0 
59 

70 



Percent 

45.736 
54.263 



Table 74» Distribution of responses from homemakers in 
evaluation of Ref rigoration t Question 1 t 



Do you reraeaibor these leaflets? 



One of throe 
remembered 



Version A Version B 

(10 pti type) (14 pt. type) 



Total returns 473 

Responses Percent 



250 52.854 



No response 143 30.233 



514 




Responses 


Percent 


3*09 


60.117 


44 


08.560 


35 


06.810 


126 


24.514 



Table 75 • Distribution of responses from homemakers in 
evaluation of Refrigoration i Question 2t 



Which of the three did you like best? 





Version A 
(10 pt. type) 


Vorsion B 
(14 pt. type) 


Total returns 


473 




514 






Responses 


Percent 


Responses 


Tercent 


Liked best 


135 


28.541 


161 


31 .323 


Vhy? 










Total returns 


135 




161 




Related to 
type size 
Other responses 
No response 


0 

128 
7 


94.815 
05.185 


0 

138 
23 


85.714 
14.286 



Table 76« Distributioa of responses from honemakors in 
evaluation of Refrigeration » Question 3i 

Which of the three did you like least? 



Version A Version B 

(10 pt# type) (14 pt* type) 



Total returns 


473 




514 






Respon^^es 


Percent 


Responses 


Percent 


Liked least 


131 


27.695 


105 


20.428 


Why? 










Total returns 


131 




105 




Related to 
type size 
Other responses 
No response 


9 

111 
11 


06.870 

84.733 
08.397 


0 

94 
11 


89.524 
10.476 



Table 77» Distribution of responses from homemakers in 
evaluation of Refrigeration , Question 4i 



Vhat did you learn from this leaflet? 





Version A 




Version B 






(10 pt. type) 


(14 pt. type) 


Total returns 


473 




514 






Responses 


Percent 


Responses 


Percent 


One item 


103 


21 .776 


132 


25.681 


Two itODQS 


92 


19.450 


125 


24.319 


Three items 


92 


19.450 


90 


17.510 


Four items 


52 


10.994 


61 


11 .868 


No response 


134 


28.330 


106 


20.623 



ERIC 



Table 78* Distribution of responses from homemakers In 
evaluation of Ref rigeration > Question 5i 



Do you remember any of the other points made? 





Version A 
(10 pt. type) 


Version B 
(14 pt, type) 


Total returns 


339 




408 






Responses 


Percent 


Responses 


Percent 


Respondent lists 
other tips 
CanH remember 
anything else 
No response 


104 

174 
61 


30.678 

51 .327 
17.994 


149 

189 
70 


36.520 

46.324 
17,157 



Table 79* Distribution of rofcaonses from homeraakers in 
evaluation of Hef rigcration ^ Question 6i 



Did 
and 


you find this 
understand? 


leaflet easy 


to read 






Version A 




Version B 






(10 pt. type) 


(14 pt. type) 


Total returns 


473 




514 






Responses 


Percent 


Responses 


Percent 


Yes 


377 


79.704 


489 


95.136 


No 


54 


11 .416 


8 


01 .556 


Can' t remember 


34 


07.188 


13 


02.529 


No response 


8 


01 .691 


4 


00.778 



Table 80« Distribution of rosponses from homeraakera in 
evaluation of Refrigeration . Question 7i 



Hov could the leaflet be made easier for 
you to read? 



Version A Version B 

(10 pt. type) (14 pt» type) 

Total returns 54 8 

Responses Percent Responses Percent 

Other responses 31 57.407 4 50,000 

No response 11 20.370 4 50*000 



Table 81 • Distribution of responses from homemakers in 
evaluation of Ref rigeration t Question 8j 

Was there enough information^ too much^ 
or too little? 



Version A Version D 

(10 pt. type) (14 pt. type) 



Total returns 



Too much 

Slightly too much 
Just enough 
A litile less 
than enough 
Far too little 
No response 



473 




514 




Responses 


Percent 


Hesponses 


Percent 


7 


01 .480 


7 


01 .362 


16 


03.383 


16 


03.113 


323 


68.288 


388 


75.486 


69 


14.588 


59 


11.479 


38 


08.034 


30 


05.837 


20 


04.228 




02.724 



Table 82. Distribution of responses from homemakers in 
evaluation of Rof rigeration . Question 9i 



Have you started doing anything different 
as a result of reading this leaflet? 



Total returns 


Version A 
(10 pt. type) 

473 


Version B 
(14 pt. type) 

514 




Responses 


Percent 


Responses 


Percent 


Aide reported 
observed change 


40 


08.457 


57 


1 1 .089 


leo 
No 

Not sure 
No response 


158 
236 
47 
32 


33.404 
49.894 
09.937 
06.765 


239 
199 
55 
21 


46.498 
38.716 
10.700 
04.086 


If yes, 
Total returns 


explain . 
158 




239 




Related to 
publication 
Unrelated 
No response 


Responses 

136 

15 
7 


Percent 

86.076 

09.494 
04.430 


Responses 

209 

25 
5 


Percent 

87.448 

10.460 
02.092 



c 



Appendix B 
Printed Materials Used in the Study 




■Food Sanitation T-SAb- 



HOUSEHOLD PESTS 



Household pests carry germs and 
spread diseases such as food poi- 
soning, colds and flu, and nnore seri- 
ous diseases. 



Some common household pests: 
Rats and mice 
Flies and roaches 



Your pets often carry other pests, 
such as fleas and other insects. Pets 
can pick up germs from outdoors by 
getting into garbage, and then trans- 
fer the germs to food, utensils, or 
food-preparation areas. People can 
catch diseases from the germs that 
their pets carry. Keeping pets and 
pests away from food, utensils, and 
food-preparation areas helps prevent 
germs and disease from spreading. 

Pests cannot live without food. 
^ Keep garbage in covered metal 
cans. 

t Store al! food in covered, metal, 
glass, or plastic containers. 

I Keep all food off the floor. Even 
crumbs feed cockroaches. 



Protect your home from pests. 

Patch holes in walls and floors with 

scraps of metal, 
i Repair screens. 

t. Keep pets clean and free of pests 
and germs. 



Eliminate pests in the home, Use: 

Rat traps 
' Sprays or powders 

Fly swatters 

Pest strips 

Ant and roach aerosals 



Read the labels and follow instruc- 
tions carefully. Sprays, powders, and 
pest strips should never be used near 
food or in food-preparation areas. 



Prepared by Louise W. Hamilton, Associate Profes- 
sor of Foods and Nutrition Extension, and Barbara 
Vidunas, Assistant in Home Economics Extension, 

Supported by appropriations from the Pennsylvania 
Legislature and the U.S. Congress. Agricultural and 
Home Economics Extension Service of The Penn- 
sylvania State University, United States Department 
of Agriculture cooperating. R. E. Larson, Dean and 
Director. Distributed in furtherance of Acts of Con- 
gress May 8 and June 30, 1914. 75M173 u.Ed. 3-349 



FIGHT GERMS 



Germs grow best; 
#at room temperature 
0 in dark, damp places 
#with a food supply 

The kitchen is a good place for germs 
to grow because It has the right tem- 
perature, dark and damp places, and 
food. 

Germs grow easily on: 

# sinks 

# tables and countertops 
#dlsh cloths and dish towels 
t>floors 
0food spills 

Stop germ growth by: 

^cleaning up food spills and crumbs 

# cleaning sinks, tables, and counter- 
tops 

<^ washing dish towels and dish cloths 

To avoid spreading germs, 

use separate cleaning equipment for: 

^floors 

^ sinks and countertops 

#dishes 

# hands 



Cleaning equipment shouid never be 
^ored near food because: 
^*germs from clotfis or mops mav 
^spread into the food 

^^detergent may accidentally spill Into 
the food 

^cleaning fluid may be mistaken for 
food 

Keep detergents and cleaning fluids 
out of the reach of children. 



Prepared by Louise W, Hamiitor^, Associate Profes- 
sor of Foods and Nutrition Extension, and Barbara 
Vidunas, Assistant in Home Economics Extension, 

Supported by appropriations from the Pennsylvania 
Legislature and the U.S. Congress, Agricultural and 
Home Economics Extension Service of The Penn- 
sylvania stale University, United States Department 
of Agriculture cooperating. R. E. Larson, Dean and 
Director. Distributed in furtherance of . Acts of Con- 
gress May 8 and June 30. 1914. rmm u.Ed 3-350 



FIGHT GERMS 



Q0rms grow best: Cleaning equipment should never be 

MeX room temperature stored near food because; 

# In dark, damp places <0 germs from cloths or mops may 
4&with a food supply spread into the food 

§ detergent may accidentally spill lnto 
the food 

The kitchen is a good place for germs 0 cleaning fluid may be mistaken for 
to grow because it has the right tem- food 
perature, dark and damp places, and 

food. 

Keep detergents and cleaning fluids 
out of the reach of children. 

Germs grow easily on: 
<^ sinks 
tables and countertops 
dish cloths and dish towels 

# floors 
^food spills 



Stop germ growth by: 
0 cleaning up food spills and crumbs 
# cleaning sinks, tables, and counter- 
tops 

0WaiQh\nQ dish towels and dishcloths 



To avoid spreading germs, 

use separate cleaning equipment for: 

^floors 

# sinks and countertops 

^dishes 

0 hands 



Prepared by Loui$e W. Hamilton, Associate Profes- 
sor of Foods and Nutrition Extension, and Barbara 
Vidunas, Assistant in Home Economics Extension. 

Supported by appropriations from the Pennsylvania 
Legislature and the U.S. Congress. Agricultural and 
Home Economics Extension Service of The Penn- 
sylvania State University, United States Department 
of Agriculture cooperating, R. E. Larson, Dean and 
Director. Distributed in furtherance of Acts of Con- 
gress May 8 and June 30, 1914. 7,6M173 u.£d. 3-350 



Cleaning equipment should never be 

stored near food because; 

#gernr»s from cloths or mops may 

spread into the food 
^detergent may accidentally spill into 

the food 

#cleaning fluid may be mistaken for 
food 



Keep detergents and cleaning fluids 
out of the reach of children. 



Prepared by Louise W. Hamilton, Associate Profes- 
sor of Foods and Nutrition Extension, and Barbara 
Vidunas, Assistant in Home Economics Extension, 

Supported by appropriations from the Pennsylvania 
Legislature and the U.S. Congress. Agricultural and 
Home Economics Extension Service of The Penn- 
sylvania State Ur^iverstty. United States Department 
of Agriculture cooperating. R. E. Larson, Dean and 
Director. Distributed in furtherance of Acts of Con- 
gress May 8 and June 30, 1914. 7.6M173 u Ed 3-350 




lisr-h fefrlgerafbr S;$0p? fodd ;,vV-' 'i'?;-' 
ri? safe ■ ■ • ••■.••'■.■-•'•".-J 



pW^l^ff^^'Q^'^^^l' tn foods. Kept al room temperature, 
f^^^f'f^plcl temperatures stop germ growth. Wh^n you buy 
f iift<S5ci$ M^^ Kept pofd at the. grocery ^tore, put 
^T^ll'lM##fSt r^^ as soon as you get home, 

It^fVUYou can1 refrigerate cold foods, buy only as much 
^F^i tour hour^/ . • . 





vf -.A refrigerator keeps food 
j^fresh 



f ' Oerms grow well in foods kept at 
■'s^'room temperature. Cold temperatures 
Vr ltop germ gi^OWth. When you buy 
vfoaSsmiOhlr^ kept cold at the gro- 
cely'store; put them in the refrigerator 



' $houid 'refrigerate for safety:. - 
#all dairy pfoduots ^ " , ^ 
i^fresK or smoked meats and fish 
<^mayonnal$^ 4^^^ salad cjre.<^sing . / " • 
^leftov^rs - . . ^/u u 
floods In cans or jars which have 
been opened . , - - , - 
^baby formula and opene'd jar?* of 
baby fpod 



Pi 




